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Preface 


This document has been prepared by the Social Planning and Research 
Council primarily for the information of the Transit Committee members 
of the Regional Municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth. It also, however, 
is intended to serve as a source of information and understanding by 
others in the community including politicians, community leaders, and 
interested individuals. 


The largest part of this document offers a transcription from audio 
cassette tapes of the proceedings recorded at the GO-ALRT Public Forum 
held Saturday, March 24, 1984, at the Hamilton Public Library. It 
should be noted that the staff and volunteers of S.P.R.C. have made 
every effort to reflect as accurately as possible, the information and 
discussion presented that day. This attempt to accurately report pro- 
ceedings is only limited by the quality of sound recorded. At times, 
and often because a speaker may not be close enough to the microphones, 
voices are not clear. Nevertheless most discussion was audible and 
precisely recorded, and readers may therefore have great confidence in 
the information reported. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


The purpose of public participation is to enlist the communities support 

in providing useful information and views to achieve planning decisions 
which carry the weight of community support. A number of community 

groups and individuals have expressed dissatisfaction with the public 
participation opportunities provided by GO-ALRT planners. Their comments 
indicate that there was insufficient opportunity for research and for 
discussion between community members and groups; that there was inadequate 
response from GO-ALRT planners to issues and questions raised by the public; 
and that there was no opportunity to address fundamental questions of need, 
technology selection, or overall provincial transit objectives. 


In late January the S.P.R.C. raised these concerns for public participation 
with the Transit Committee. The Transit Committee acknowledged the 
importance of these concerns and agreed to receive this report of the 
findings of a community forum organized by the S.P.R.C. 


The forum moderated by Dr. Lily Oddi-Munro who is chairman of the S.P.R.C. 
Community Development Advisory Committee, and led by volunteers and staff 
of the Council, was held Saturday, March 24, 1984 at the Hamilton Public 
Library. 


More than 160 people attended. 

Serving as resource people to the forum were representatives of the 
Province of Ontario, as well as officials involved with this specific 
GO-ALRT project (see Appendix II). 

A brief cverview of the proceedings leads us to these conclusions. 


- The forum produced useful information and exchanges. 


There remain unanswered important questions concerning 
Provincial plans. 


= There remain unanswered important questions and issues 
concerning the specific GO-ALRT York St. route proposal. 


- There is not general agreement favouring one route, but 
there is much demand for further study of alternative 
routes. 


= There was general approval for the opportunities for 
learning and discussion provided by this Public Forum, 
and a call for more opportunity for such open discussion, 
prior to a final recommendation. 
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A show of hands gave unanimous consent to a request to extend the dead- 
line for submissions past the 1:00 p.m. Monday, March 26th point. Our 
understanding of that consensus is that it represents a request for 
extended opportunity for public discussion. 


To this end we respectfully make the following recommendations: 


(1) That another joint Council meeting be scheduled to 
take place following the April, 1984 meeting of the 
Transit Committee of Hamilton-Wentworth Region. 


(2) That at this joint Council meeting, Councillors 
and Aldermen respond to the important issues and 
unanswered questions which have been raised by 
members of Council, by community groups, and by 


individual citizens. 


(iii) 
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PUBLIC FORUM ON GO-ALRT 


Sponsored by 
The Social Planning and Research Council of Hamilton and District 


Held at 


The Hamilton Public Library 


The following record is a transcription of proceedings as drawn from 


cassetts recordings made during the course of the program. 


Co-ordinator for the day: Dr. Lily Oddi-Munro. 


Dr. Munro: 


My name is Lily Oddi Munro and I'm chairman of today's session. I'd like 
at the outset to thank you very much for taking time off from your busy 
Saturday, but I know that you think its terribly important to be here and 
we do too, so we're very gratified that you've turned up. So if its all 
right with you then we'll just wait a few more minutes then and get started 


promptly. And move it on out, okay, thank you. 


Okay ladies and gentleman, I think we will get going then. Certainly any 
other people coming in are more than welcome. I hope you'll make them feel 


welcome and fill them in on what's happening if they don't know already. 


The agenda, each one of you has a copy of the agenda, and I'll be going 
through that. directly, the reason that we're all together of course is that 
you as the public should be made to feel that you're voice and opinions 

are very important in the decision-making process as it relates to bringing 
a transit system into Hamilton. In this case we're taking a look at the 
GO-ALRT. The Social Planning and Research Council got involved in hosting 


a public forum because several community groups asked that we act as a 
facilitating group and we're very pleased todo that. So I'm up here to 

act as chairman representing Sociai Planning and Research Council and you're 
down there to work with us in feeding back to the Transit Committee and to 


the Provincial people your opinions on GO-ALRT. 


We've tried to structure the day's agenda to respond to a variety of your 
needs for information, debate and responses, The entire forum is being 
recorded because it in a sense will become a legal feedback document into 
the Transit Committee and the Region. In order to make sure that we're 
recording everything that you say we do have official recorders, it is 
being taped, and we do have chairmen and moderators who will try to provide 


summary statements back to you at the end of the session. 


It's very important that you realize that you have role to play in follow-up 
our role in follow-up is to present the Region with a summary statement of 
what happened here today on Monday morning. After that we will get the 
tapes translated and make an official brief on behalf of the Social Planning 
and Research Council, on behalf of you. You also have an opportunity to 

get your written views into the Region but notification must go in by one 
o'clock on Monday morning. There will be a number of avenues that you can 
follow in order to make written presentations and briefs and we'll be going 
over those in detail. All right, for these of you who are also involved in 
other kinds of Public Forums relating to GO-ALRT this is part of the process, 
and please make sure that you follow-up yourself, on your responsibility for 


getting your thoughts in. 


Why don't we just take a look at the agenda before us in the morning session 

we have provincial government representatives with us to talk about questions 

of a provincial focus which lead into our concerns for the GO-ALRT Hamilton- 
Wentworth, Many of you have expreesed a-need to find out error free informatior 
from provincial people on symplif ied implications including environmental 


concerns and economic impacts. And in order to do that we have made an 
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arbitrary decision to limit your questions to no debate questions. Any of 

your questions relating to general information will be taken and in the 
interest of time will be acting as a very tough chair. Its not because I 
don't want to hear from you but I think we all need to be heard, so I 

might be simply stopping questions if they have already been asked but they 
appeared to be debate questions. For the morning session if you have questions 
you want to debate or feel you want to bring forward for the afternoon session 
there are forms available where you can write your comments on or you can 


simply bring them up in this afternoon's session. 


So that is the purpose of the morning session. In the afternoon we will be 
having a panel presentation from the GO-ALRT representatives and statements 
by community groups. We will also be having time for questions and answers 
and debates from the general audience all of you and then opportunity for 

a summary session at the end. This is your public forum we want you to 
participate, we need you to participate because we would like to make sure 
that we get involved in other public forums of this nature. To some house- 
keeping duties now if you have not registered officially would you do so at 


lunc 


During lunch time also room 215 upstairs will be open for those of you who 
haven't taken advantage of the open houses provided by GO-ALRT and there 
are displays up there so again you can get an idea of various alternatives. 
2:15 upstairs. Alright then, you realize that I will be acting as chairman. 
When we get to the question session the rules for your answering questions 
will be to move to amike if possible but that's not necessary because we 
will recognize you by order. When you get up to the mike would you please 
let us know your nane and identify the association you're with in fact 
you're with an association and those are the the ony requests I have of you. 
We'll move on to the morning session then and I will first of all let you 
know that the moderators for the session are Dick Capling and Jenny Street, 
could you stand up and wave your arm or something and Jenny Street and cur 


2 panel representatives are: Mr. Gerry Johnson and Mr. Ian Campbell. I 
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will just give you a brief introduction to Gerry Johnson, he is the Assistant ~ 
Deputy Minister for Provincial—Municipal Transportation. In this capacity 
he is responsible for many facats of the planning and development of the 
transportation system in the province of Ontario. Included are the Municipal 
Transit and Road programs as well as provincial and federal responsibilities 
in the area of airports, marine and rail, Mr. Johnson reports directly to 
the Deputy Minister of the Ministry and is a senior representative on the 
joint MTC GO-Transit Management Committee, which provides direction to the 


GO-ALRT program. Welcome to our city Gerry. 


Mr. Ian Campbell is the Executive Director of the GO-ALRT program and as 

such is a senior manager representative of the GO-ALRT Committee, that 

provides direction to the GO-ALRT program as well. Mr. Campbell is responsible 
for the operation and management of the program which covers the geographic 
area from Hamilton to Oshawa and includes a major northern tier as well 

as services along the shore of Lake Ontario. He is directly responsible 

for all components and aspects of the GO-ALRT program. Welcome to Hamilton 


Tan. 


Jenny Street is a member of the Social Planning and Research Council Board 


of Directors and Community Development Advisory Committee. 


Dick Capling is vice-president of the Social Planning and Research Council, 


and past chairman of the Community Development Advisory Committee. 


Now you know all of the actors up here and we're going to know each one of 


you down there personally to. 


So without further adieu we are going to give Mr. Johnson and Mr. Campbell 
their time at the mike, they will be giving some braod overviews 5 minutes 
of the particular areas they will be taking responsibility for discussion. 
There are 11 questions they will be responding to, those 11 questions 

have come from you. We have not developed the questions ourselves they have 


come from extensive deliberation with community and public 


Mr. Gerry Johnson 


A pleasure to be here. I am not directly involved on a day to day basis in 
the management and technical direction of the GO~ALRT project in this area. 
I am involved more in the administrative capacity so I think I can give an 
overview of things as to the policies of the Province and the reasons we 
thought the GO-ALRT project was a good idea and why we're doing it; Tan 


Campbell - how we're doing it and Kevin Pask what we're doing. 


My primary objective is to give you the basis behind the strategy and to 
stress the importance of the Golden Horseshoe Area, the key economic region 
of the whole province of Ontario. About 38% of the province's population 
resides in the corridor between Toronto and Hamilton and in the total corridor 
we have some of the key economic industries to the future of the province - 
the steel mills, petrochemical industries, autonotive plants, the centre of 
government. The province, in recognition of the importance of this total 
corridor has done a lot of things in the past which GO-ALRT is trying to 
add on to, to strengthen and to reinforce what is very important from a 
transportation standpoint starting with the QEW in the late 30's followed 
by the GO-ALRT program and the Lakeshore GO-Transit service that was put 

in in 1967. I think the success of the GO-Transit program could not be 
challenged. In its first year of operation it carried about 2 million 
passengers. Last year it carried over 11 million passengers. It has been 
very well received and has done an awful lot for transportation in the 
whole greater Toronto area. The total network is extensive with rail and 
bus services throughout the entire Toronto region carrying about 45,000 
passengers per day to a number of destinations. The unfortunate thing in 
the past is that for every new GO rail service we implemented we had to 
negotiate with the railway companies and come to a satisfactory agreement 
as to what improvements were necessary before the service could go into 
effect. It always resulted in fairly significant capital investments, 
adding of new tracks, updating the whole signal system, etc. We were 
essentially a tenant on their right-of-way. As we made capital investments, 


the investments became the property of the railway companies. According 
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to our contracts which are renegotiated every 10 years, they could ask us 
to leave the right-of-way if for some reason it was more important to them 
corporately; so we had no tenure. We could not make the determinations on 
our own effect about the number of trains we put in and the time slots in 


which we could operate. We couldn't control our own destiny. 


About 2 years ago, there were a lot of initiatives being pursued in the 
whole area of transit - from Oshawa to Hamilton. Oshawa was requesting 

an extension of GO rail service easterly into Oshawa and request from 
Burlington and from Hamilton were received for an extension of the GO 
service westerly from Oakville into the Hamilton area. What was indicated 
from all these requests was some sort of coordinated approach. We can't 
look at the GO system as an isolated little element that is serving Hamilton 
or Burlington. It must be looked at as a system that stretches from Oshawa 
right through to Hamilton so we can get the benefits of the investments 

we make. We were looking at the extension of the normal conventional rail 
easterly to Oshawa. The first cut at looking at what additional investments 
we'd have to make in the rail plant was $75 million to simply get the service 
out there and we knew that there wasn't the capacity in the section from 
Union Station out to Pickering to take those additional trains. We would 
have had to rebuild the entire signal system for the CN easterly out of 
Union Station. We already had about $175 million in that plant. So it 
raised the very basic question, "Should we consider making an investment 

of this size in a facility that we can never own ourselves?" We did the 
"famous! 90-day study. We brought in outside consultants to look at the 
alternatives to making this additional investment in a rail-commnuter 
service, an extension of the rail service. We looked at eleven alternatives. 
We started with ones that ranged from the bus systems - i.e. if we simply 
introduced a high-quality bus service, can we satisfy the needs in the 


future - right through to a very high-class electrified rail system. 


The results of that study, and I'm sure that report is available if anyone 


is interested, indicated that of the 4 viable alternatives which were: i) 
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the continuation of the diesel electric service which we now have, 2) using 
self-propelled cars, 3) electrifying the existing rail service, 4) building 
our own electrified transit system. The cost of all were about the same. 
If we electrified the CN system to get the performance we needed, it was 
going to cost (at that time) about $1.6 billion. The construction of a 
complete system from Oshawa to Hanilton, using a GO-ALRT system as we call 
it, was also about $1.6 billion. There was a big difference in operating 
costs. To operate our own system would cost the province about $45 million 
per year. To operate an electrified rail system on the CN's plan was 
estimated at over $90 million per year. We were at that time experiencing 
problems in the existing GO service. We had congestion problems in the 
Port Credit area. We had to put a short-turn train in to try to address 
some of those needs. We had a lot of complaints about the service that 

was provided - from freezing of switches to delays in trains; so it was 
indicated that we should do something very important. We looked at what 
was happening from a general travel demand basis in the whole area and the 
growth in inter-regional travel that is occurring throughout the Toronto 
vazgion is just phenominal. The TIC states that about 40% of their growth 
in ridership over the next 10 years will be on inter-regional, i.e. people 


coming from outside Metro and going into Metro. 


We also looked at what other people wanted to have happen - at the official 
plans of all the municipalties throughout the area to see what provisions 
they were making for transit, and as you know, in the.city of Hamilton's 
official plan, there's a statement saying they should cooperate with the 
province in identifying whet the future needs are for inter-regional transit 
service to meet the growing needs of the region. It's a similar type of 

st atement in Hamilton-Wentworth's official plan. In the Metro Toronto 

plan, you'll find a statement to the effect that they wanted to introduce 
new regional services across the north end of Metro and new services on 

the Lakeshore as well. So with that sort of information we took a quick 
look at the new 15 to 20 years. This was developed by a committee consisting 
of all the commissioners cf planning and was a joint provincial/municipal 


assessment of what are the likely ranges of growth and showing that the 
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population in the total region is likely to go to over 6 million people by 

the year 2020. Associated with an inter-regional high-quality type of 
service, you could expect riderships in those ranges. Where today we are 
carrying about 44,000 passengers/day, if we introduced this GO-ALRT program, 
we could be getting into demands of up to 226,000/day in the Lakeshore 
section, and across the North end of Metro demands of over 300,000 passengers/ 
day. Those are phenominal numbers. That will never happen if you are 

simply providing a lower level or quality of service, but with the combination 
of meeting the local and the inter-regional needs, you could be facing that 


set of problems. 


So we set a bunch of objectives for the Province. What are we really trying 
to achieve by putting in an inter-regional transit service? But first we 
have to declare ourselves from the point of view of what sort of leadership 
is the Province going to take in making investments and services their 
responsibility. That was very important so that municipal governments 

could make their own decisions as well in the framework of what they're 
building around and the other transit properties have to know waht the 
Province is going to do as we will have quite an impact on how the whole 
thing all fits together. It was also important to provide a certain 

amount of certainty to the private sectors to try and get greater confidence 
for the investment in developments and things of this nature in the entire 


region. 


Transportation, as you all know, is not just a service. It is probably one 

of the greatest stimulators of growth and the greatest shaper of growth. 

So when doing our planning we were trying to respond to the development 
objectives of the municipalities to try to foster and shape the type of 

growth that their official plans seem to indicate and running a rapid transit 
service through places such as Mississauga city centre, Northwest city centre, 
Scarborough city centre and so on will have a fantastic impact on the response 
of the private sector to investments and new developments. Scarborough 

city centre is an excellent example of that right now. With tke ICTS 


system not opened yet, not for a few more months, already under construction 


we have: Equity Development has two 396,000 sq. ft. office towers under 
construction; Bell has a new building under way; Tangus and Yarman have 
one all ready to go; Hilton has announced they're building a new major 
convention hotel there. With the announcement of rapid transit, there 

has been a tremendous market response. It's not the only thing that makes 


things happen of course, but it sure helps. 


Also, there are these other objectives - of providing high transit access- 
ibility throughout the region, fostering growth in Hamilton, Wentworth and 
Oshawa. There's always the feeling that there's a need to develop very 
strong anchors on both ends of this corridor that stretches from Oshawa 

to Hamilton. The hub is metropolitan Toronto right now, but you need 
strong anchors as well to anchor the whole region and were trying to assist 


in that regard as well. 


There are 3 components to the plan we announced. We were trying to address: 
1) local needs, 2) service needs into the community and 3) inter-regional. 
You will note that there's a function that centres on Hamilton, Hamilton- 
Wentworth, which is providing a local service function throughout the region, 
that is very important. There is a local function in the corridor between 
Oakville and Burlington as well. You'll find the local functions within 

the metro Toronto area that we are trying to serve and then you’11 find that 
the stuff that is a service function are basically in the east boundary 

and west boundary of metro Toronto where we have very serious transportation 
problems (ones that will get worse) - the problems of crossing the boundary 
into Metro then increase these inter-regional needs. When we put this all 
together, looking at what the demands were in the past, looking at the 
problems we have to address, looking at what kinds of objectives we're 
trying to satisfy, we came up with the concept with which I'm sure you're 
all familiar. You have to lock at it as a System. The commitment at the 
time of the announcement was to build the 2 extensions, the extension from 
Pickering easterly to Oshawa, and from Oakville westerly to Hamilton and 

to proceed, in parallel with that, with the development of the alignment 


for the new route that goes around the North end of Metro that picks up 
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Mississauga city centre, the Airport, North York city centre, Scarborough 
city centre and out to Pickering. Also, in a parallel study with that, 
we looked at what we could do on the Lakeshore to get a dedicated right- 
of-way to build a system into there as well. In the interim, as you 
implement a system of this nature, you're bound to have tranmsers. You 
can't build the whole system overnight. That's a major investment facing 
the government. The transfers on a system of this nature are not the 
type of transfers you face between a bus and rail - specially when you 
can't control the schedules on one of the modes that closely. Here, if 
you have automated control on your interface in the vehicles across the 
platform, in a controlled envircument not exposed to the weather, there's 
no difference than transferring from the Yonge line to the Bloor subway 
line. So there will be transfers. They'll probably not be unreasonable 
transfers as we implement the system in sections. That was the basic 


concept. 


Just a couple of final words. Ian will give details of the program. In 

the eastern section: the aligment, the public meetings are all over, 

council resolutions are all in. There's been a very positive response 
throughout the Oshawa area. The first tender will be called for construction 
in the east and construction on the eastern extension will start within 

a month or so. The planning is going well in the North. This is a cooperativ 
planning with Metro, TTC, and all the area municipalities. We're on schedule. 
We'll probably have the alignment determined within the next year. Work 

is proceeding well on the Lakeshore section and also out as far as Highway 6 

- most of the determinations have been made there. So the system is coming 
together. We, as the Province, have to look at it as a System. Whatever 

we build has to make sense. We can't make investments that will sit 

there on an isolated basis. That's the reason why we got into GO-ALRT. 


I hope that clarifies some of the points that came up in earlier discussions. 


Dick Capling: Thank you Mr. Johnson and Mr. Campbell. 
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The next slide shows the 'family' of structures which match for all types 
of operations: 1) Pre~cast 2) A favourite you will recognize (?) 3) 


Steel structure. 


All kinds of criteria must be met: weight, volume, noise level, compatibility 
WLED Ghee bl G, ett. 


Slide of vehicle: this is for urban and inter-urban travel. It is specially 


custom built, designed for high speed, able to penetrate urban areas, etc. 


Other objectives: 1) The System should increase the economy, both in 
area development and in manufacturing and industry. * Also, we hope to sell 


our transit expertise abroad. 


That gives you a very brief idea of how we would like to carry out our 


program. 
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Mr. Johnson was telling you why and I will try to tell you how we're going 
to do it. You'll see on the slides how we intend to do that. The GO-ALRT 
is being instructed to plan, design, construct and commission the System. 
It will take a number of years to do that, probably 20 years. This is a 
"turn key’ project. When it's commissioned, it will be turned over to GO 
Transit to operate. How do we do this? It's just a few people from MTC 
and GO Transit, about 17, and depending on private sector consultants and 
contractors to carry out the work. There are 4 sections to the program, 
all of which are now in operation. How is the program divided? Into 2 
distinct areas: 1) Civil Engineering works - will be contracted out 
directly for alignment, property grading, drainage, etc. 2) UTDC is the 
other major contractor of the program. They provide all the hardware, 


track work, electrification, etc. 


The Oakville-Hamilton section: You'll notice the major alignment follows 
existing transportation corridors - the CN Railway and Hydro corridors, 
the parkway belt and where ever possible where it attracts or gives 
appropriate service to the area, we're following in those areas in order 


to have minimal impact. 


(Shows Slide): This shows the status of the project. The North Metro 
is in planning stage; we're going to the public on this in April. 


The South Central Metro is in planning stage 2: it goes for public participatio 
in May. 


In the East, the design is compiete. We have acceptance from all municipalitie 


Seven construction contracts will be awarded this year. 


In the West, planning is finished; design is started. We have acceptance 


from the municipalities and the public. 


In Hanilton, we're still in the planning stage. We're going through the 
approval process now. The Oakville-Hamilton section is about 6 months behind. 
This is due to the complexity of that area. Its been an extremely complex 


area but we are progressing. 


caer I 


We will now deal with the 11 questions submitted by the S.P.R.C. 


Ly What were and are the key criteria used to establish the need for 


a GO-ALRT system from Hamilton to Oakville at this time:? 


Mr. Johnson: 

We had problems with the existing system. We had requests from 

the municipalities to extend services east and west. We had a very 
basic decision to make, i.e. whether or not to continue our future 

investments on the existing rail system. Were we going to go to a 
completely new system where we'd have some control and at roughly 


the same cost as maintaining and continuing the old system. 


te The present GO Bus system from Hamilton to Toronto is felt by many to 
be convenient, comfortable, flexible and efficient. In what way would 


the GO-ALRT system be an improvement on these existing features? 


Answer : 

We're pleased to hear good things about the bus service. We're 
concerned it may not be enough. Passenger flow will greatly increase 
in the future. The QEW is at its capacity in the peak periods; its 
going to get worse as population increases in the future. A 16-lane 
freeway would accommodate this, but not the QEW. The GO-ALRT Transit 
is the most efficient, comfortable way to travel with large volumes. 
Eventually, there will be vehicles at 4-minute intervals and there 


will be no change in Oakville. 


a What evidence does the Province have in terms of studies and demonstration 
projects that GO-Bus patrons will accept a system that forces them 


to disembark at Oakville? 


Answer; 
We have no evidence. We do know that a great number of people per 
day transfer from the bus to rail at peak hours. In future, it will 


be a different kind of tramsfer - under cover, comfortable and faster. 


ak 


Has the Province of Ontario made a commitment to make the system totally 
accessible to disabled commuters who are in wheelchairs, blind, or 
other wise mobility impaired? If yes, what is being planned to carry 


this commitment through? 


Answer: 

GO-Transit currently has a policy on what they are to do for the 
disabled. We have made arrangements to accommodate ambulatory disabled 
through wider doors, etc. but there are no lifts to accommodate 


wheelchairs. With the GO-ALRT System, we are using advanced technology. 


Over the next few years, significant advances will be made in accommodatin 


wheelchair patients, etc. Possibly a magnetic strip could guide 
wheelchairs into a vehicle at a faster rate without causing inconvenience 
to others. We are making provisions in design at the stations to 


accommodate wheelchairs and the disabled. 


Will the Province confirm that the present GO-Bus system will be 


retained following the implementation of GO-ALRT? 


Answer : 

‘Confirm’ is a hard word when we're talking about 8-10 years in the 
future. I haven't heard anyone say that the GO-Bus will be dis- 
continued. When the time comes, and the GO-ALRT is in operation and 
has proven itself, we will ask "is there a need for the Bus?" 

The bus will be reviewed at the time. Who can say what the traffic 
conditions will be on the QEW. 


What evidence does the Province have to support the assumption 
that GO-ALRT will promote economic development in the Hamilton area 


in ways different than the existing GO-Bus system and terminal? 


Answer: 


No one can guarantee that economic development is going to occur 


Ore 


simply because you put in a transportation facility. There are 


a number of factors that have to go hand in hand with that: the 

proper zoning associated with the land, the proper economic climate, 
and you have to have private sector interest. What you're really 
trying to do is to demonstrate a commitment to an area and to try to 
sponsor and stimulate this interest. When you look at what's happened 
around a number of other major transportation facilities in the area 
between Oshawa and Hamilton, e.g. Scarborough City Centre and the 
Etobicoke Centre, and the massive investment along the Yonge Street 
Line and the Bloor Line in the 5-year period after the TTC announcement 
was made that a subway system was going in, the amount of growth, 
redevelopment and economic activity that occurred around each of those 
stations is fantastic. One report says that 30 billion dollars' 

worth of real estate investment wes made around the 2 lines. Buses 

do not have the same commitment. They are not fixed in time. Buses 
can be changed and modified. There's not much evidence that buses have 


had much of an economic impact in the areas they serve. 


How many jobs will be lost or created locally and provinctally by 


the introduction of GO-ALRT excluding temporary construction jobs? 


Answer: 


When you put in a high capacity system, the evidence is there. A 


system like this provides a tremendous opportunity for a City for 


developers, for industry, for commercial establishments to take advantage 


of a high capacity system which provides the very best access to the 
area. We have been approached by people from Pickering and Oshawa. 
They're very interested in the station areas because that’s where 
great numbers of people congregate. The tendency is to develop close 
to a station. One report says that 3,000 man years of work. ' are 
directly created and 5,000 man years of work are created in associated 
industries for each $100 million invested in new transit. These are 
jobs in steel, in construction, in electrical industries, etc. In 
Hamilton and the Golden Horseshoe area, the SEL Company has set up an 
industry in N. York; Webco Brakes in Hamilton; Westinghouse which 
manufactures motors, car conditioners, transformers, etc. will gain; 
Cano Brake Co. in Mississauga; Garret Manufacturing in Rexdale, and 
so on. And the spincff that comes from all this. We would also like 


to bring in foreign money ~ this is another objective of the program. 


iG; 
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What commitments to the local industries that you mentioned would 


be made in the construction of GO-ALRT? 


Answer: 


Commitments can't be made. The opportunity is there for Hamilton-area 


businesses to be directly involved. It also takes initiative. 


What will be the social and environment impact from such an elevated 


system? 


Answer: 


There is no question but that the impact would be greater socially, 
environmentally and from standpoint of heritage conservation than 

from a bus system. An at-grade system would not work. The cost of 

an underground system is a negative. It's estimated that in an elevated 
system, the cost would be $15 million/klm; in a tunnel system — $50 

to $75 million/klm. How acceptable would an elevated system be? A 
photo montage shows what the system would look like. In Vacouver, 
people seem to accept it quite readily; it is not a disruptive influence. 
Oshawa is quite happy with the graphical representations. Every 
attempt has been made to make the system as slender and as unobtrusive 
as possible. Internationally, the technology is gaining acceptance - 
in the London Dockyards project; Athens, Greece; Senta Clara County, 


CA; and in the Detroit project. 


Why has the Province, until today, not actively involved the community 


in discussion of such issues as need and alternative technologies? 


Answer: 


To what extent should the community be involved? We reach the public 
through the media, through brochures, through presentations such as 
this; we speak to groups; we also set up drop-in centres which we 
advertise widely. We outline alternatives and we ask people for 
input which we have to have in order to plan. I say we do involve 


the community. We answer every letter we receive. 


dal 


ies 


13. 


From the Province's perspective, how important is the overall cost 


in relation to other criteria for the Hamilton route choice? 


Answer: 

Cost enters both into the route selection ad into implementation 
planning. In route selection, cost is considered but is not the sole 
determinant. In implementation planning, cost is very important. 
There are certain things that would be beyond the financial capacity 


of the Province. We are in touzh economic times. 


GO-ALRT routes in other municipalities (Oakville, Burlington) have 
been paralleling existing tracking. Why has such a routing not been 


the first choice here? 


Answer: 
We do follow transportation corridors where possible and where applicable. 
On Lakeshore this was done to a 90% extent. Transportation corridors 

do go through major development areas. In the case of the west section, 
Oshawa to Hamilton, we've paralleled the CN Railway. We have also 

gone into hydro corridors; we have gone along the parkway belt; we've 
identified routes along Highway 403 to the city limits and into 

Hamilton. The problem is how to get into downtown Hamilton. That 

is what this session is about - to find out which is the best way to 


go there and what does Hamilton want. 


What are the political and ecomomic barriers to extending a light 
rapid-transit rail system east beyond Oakville and west beyond Hamilton? 


Might these barriers prove sufficient to prevent its future extension? 


Answer: 

I am not aware of any political or economic barriers to either of the 
extensions. The extension east out of Oakville is currently under 
study. In an extension west from Hamilton, one of the factors is 
making provision for the extension west towards Stoney Creek. Its 
not being planned at all right now. The initiative would have to 


come from Hamilton-Wentworth. 
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Open Question Period: 


ee Some time ago an elevated streetcar system was planned and then 


scrapped for the Steel Company area. Is there anything going to be 


done in this area? 


Answer: 
I'm not aware of any beyond the current planning underway for GO-ALRT 


with the alternatives that are being considered. 


ay Questions from Richard Allen MPP , Hamilton West: 
a) What percentage of Canadian content goes into the construction of 


vehicles? 


Answer: 
One of the objectives of the program is to get as much Canadian 
content as possible into a system. In matters of grading, drainage, 
tracking, stations, etc. , Canadian content is close to 100%. 

Re communication, i.e, radios, TV monitors, cabling, ete, = 

this is mostly Canadian content. In things like traction motors - 
Canada possibly does not have the production and competition for 
this. In solid-state control technology, we have had to go beyond 
Canada, to Europe. In the whole system, there is close to 70% 


Canadian Content, 


b) Will the GO-ALRT operation guarantee that there will be personnel 
visible at all times on the vehicles for passenger security in 


case of emergency? 


ANSWer : 
There is staff in the operations at all times, but they will be 
used quite differently. The staff will be floating throuzh the 


System on a planned schedule. 


c) 


qd) 


e) 
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Re costs and population projections, can you guarantee that the 
$45 million operating cost for GO-ALRT against the $90 million for 


the rail system is a firm estimate? 


Answer: 

These costs come from a planning study. We can't say it will 

be exactly $45 million. The idea is a comparison here. In the 
GO-ALRT system we will be operating out of our own right-of-way, 
not renting from CN or CP, In the case of technology, automation 
will reduce operating costs. We will use propulsion motors which 
are highly energy efficient. The latest equipment is proven to be 
the best. 


What is the probability re your population projections on which 


your transportation projections in turn depend? 


Answer: 
A study was prepared by TALC (Toronto Area Liaison Committee). 


It was a realistic study. 


Re the areas that are growing most significantly: the area to the 
north in Markham and Vaughan; to the west of Metro in Mississauza; 
parts of Peel, Burlington and Oakville. We have the ficures if 


you would like. 


Why must this community and other communities remain hostage to 
ancient agreements with existing rail systems (CN & CP) where 
they maintain monopolies. Why is there no way that these agree- 
ments can be altered so those spaces or entry points can continue 
to be used for public benefit, rather than introduce a 3rd 


divisive rail line into Hamilton West and into the Region. 


Answer: 

The railway companies are in business; they have a future to 
protect; they have a right-of-way. They have been cooperative 
in the past in negotiating agreements with them. We feel we can 


get a better arrangement by being on our own right-of-way. We have 
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no bargaining rights. There is a Task Force (4 provinces) formed 
in cooperation with Ottawa to draft legislation to give commuter 
authorities a little more clout in dealing with railway companies. 


This legislation is not in place yet. 


With Bridge and Tank going out of business next week, why hasn't 
provision been made to build a bridge or causeway from Bayview junction 
across the Bay to (Hamilton's) east end? Everything is going to the 


west end. How about the east end? We don't want an elevated system. 


Answer; 


GO-Transit has to service an area, not just Hamilton. 


Was it not made clear to you during the previous study on rapid 


transit that elevated transit was not wanted anywhere in Hamilton? 


Answer: 
It is one of the alternatives. It seems to offer certain benefits. 
If Hamilton indeed does not want it, I'm sure it will make its 


position clear to the Minister. This is just one of the options. 


I would like both gentlemen to answer this question: Would you like 


this going near your home or place of business? 


Answer: - Mr. Campbell 


The answer is no of course. [I think we have to be aware of why the 


comunity needs transit. It has to 80 somewhere. 


Answer: ~ Mr. Johnson 


T wouldn't want it in my front yard either. 


a) What is the cost of the part of the system that goes from Oakville 
to Burlington? 


Answer: 


We don't have those numbers here; we'll have them this afternoon, 


a 


cae a! 


b) What is the estimated number of passengers (one-way) on a busy 
weekday in the beginning and after 10 years’ time between: 
Hamilton and Burlington, and Burlington and Oakville. 


Answer; 


We'll have that this afternoon. 


Why can't you put a tunnel under the Queen Street area (between Queen 
and Park Streets)? Why don't you take another look at the TH&B 
proposal? You have a bias that is slanted towards the York Street 


Louce 


Answer; 


We'll have ail the details of tunnel costing this afternoon. 


Re the electrical system you've described, how much power would be 
demanded to run the system and what kind of technology would he 


employed to create the power? 


Answer? 


The power would come from Hydro directly. The amount of power is 
stepped up as the system is developed. Thirty megawatts of electricity 
should be the maximum. This is a big system. Reports are being prepared. 


The operation is in the planning stage. 
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Gerry Johnson 


Just for the future clarification, neither Ian or I are on the technical 
coordinating committee that has been developing the alternatives and 
directing the study, so some of the questions you are bringing up now 
are probably information that they have much more access to, they may 
have looked at this alternative, we don't know, so that is why we are 
suggesting that you wait for this afternoon. 


Thank you. I think we have time for one more question, and then we have 

a commitment to you to get you out of here when we promised, please come 
back this afternoon, these gentlemen - one of these gentlemen at least 
will be with us again this efternoon, so that it will be possible to bring 
up the questions that you have this morning, later on this afternoon. 

This afternoon will focus particularly on the proposal of extension to 
Hamilton. 


When is the question period this afternocna? 


Dick Capling 


There wili be several question periods this afternoon. We'll get that 
in a wrap up in just a moment, we'll explein the whole afternoon session 
to you. Cne last question at the back. 


One quick question, my nane is Paul Smithson, both Mr. Canpbell and Mr. 
Johnson eluded, compared the proposed the GO-ALRT system to the Toronto 
subway system, which almost seems like comparing apples and oranges, 
because the Toronto subway system or any major subway system is a intra- 
urban system, as opposed to this which is an inter-urban system, I was 
wondering as part of the overall study in the background material, was 
any original research done regarding the ridership characteristics either 
through origin destination studies or some other method, and also the 
impact of the existing GO-Transit Stations on the surrounding line use, I 
was just wondering if any of that research has been done or are we still 
here relying on published criteria for subway system locations and impacts. 


Gerry Johnson 


Yes there is a fair amount of information available on ridership and demand 
forecasts, there have been a lot of on board surveys done on the GO system 
and there have been a lot of simulation models developed by different 
jurisdictions and the province itself to forecast the demand. There are 
reports out which give a detailed assessment of the ridership movements 
between stations. We didn't bring it with us today, obviously, but it 

is there. So if you're interested in some specific numbers, we can get 
there for you. The reports about that thick though, it looks at a whole 
series of alternative scenarios. 


Question 


But do you feel that its valid to compare the GO-Transit system with 
the subway system in terms of the impacts. 


There was some work done on that line a few years ago by the University 

of Waterloo, on looking at the impact of the GO-system the current heavy 
rail system on the east and west extensions, and there was evidence there 
as well that there was some spin-off effects from the present, but the 
system we're talking about here is probably closer to an urban system than 
to the old heavy GO rail system. 


Dr. Munro 


Thank you very much, on behalf of the Social Planning and Research Council, 
and all of us down there and up here, we would like to thank you Mr. 
Johnson and Ian for coming along with us today and hope that one of you 
will stay this afternoon. Now what I would like, yes why don't we show 
our appreciation. I'd also like to thank Jenny Street and Dick Capling 
for their input in the morning, however, we're not finished with them, so 
we'll applaud them later on. Just some housekeeping, would you please 
fill out the evaluation sheet on this mornings presentation, since we're 
going to have a member of the province here, would you then also write 
down additional questions you'd like us to consider over the noon hour 
and get them into us here now. 


I'd like to recognize some politicians here well known to you and to thank 
them for coming today, Richard Allan, MLA Hamilton West, Bob McKenzie MLA 
Hamilton East , Anne Jones, Regional Chairman, Mary Kiss, Alderman - 

Ward 1, and Bruce Charlton, Alderman, Ward 7. 


Again, for those of you who may be leaving early now or early this afternoon, 
can I once again remind you and I'll leave the notice up here that there 

is a procedure for submitting a written brief to the Regional Transit 
Committee, they must be in Monday, March 26, at 1:00 p.m., they are to be 
addressed to the Regional Clerk, the address will be up here, hand written 
briefs are acceptable in black ink please, one copy, put your name and 
telephone number on it, and something you may no. be aware of, if you want 
to also make a verbal presentation, and/or along with the written statement, 
you must make an appointment and that can be done through the City Clerk 
also. So I'll leave this up here, and I'll also leave a supply of the 
additional questions for this afternoon, Room 215 is available for some 

of the technical information relating to GO-ALRT Hamilton. This afternoon 
you will have an opportunity to question the Giffels GO-ALRT Team to hear 
from community groups with their particular concerns and statements. Please 
participate, it is your public forum. Have a nice lunch. Do come back 

and give us hell this afternoon. Thank you very much for joining us this 
morning. 


LUNCH BREAK 
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I'd like to welcome you back to the afternoon session of the public forum 
on GO-ALRT, my name is Lily Munro, and I am coordinator of the day sessions. 


Just so that you'll understand the order for the afternoon, the first hour 
is dedicated to hearing a panel presentation on GO-ALRT Hamilton, and I'11 
introduce the panel later, with opportunity for questions from the floor. 
At 2:00 p.m. we have community presentations and discussion. Most of the 
community groups have either handed in a written statement or have let us 
know that they wanted to make a statement. 


We will be recording this afternoon sessions and making summary statements 
at the end. Your moderators of this afternoon's session are Dick Capling, 
he did such a good job this morning that we've enlisted him again, and 


Ted McMeekin. 


On your panel then to discuss the Hamilton GO-ALRT project on my far left 
is Mr. Roy Bratty, project manager , Giffels Associates. Thank you for 
coming. Next to him, Mr. Kevin Pask, project director, GO-ALRT program, 
thank you Kevin. Mr. Heinz Schweinbenz, chairman, technical advisory 
committee. Hamilton GO-ALRT and manager of the Hamilton Street Railway and 
Canada Coach, and Mr. Paul Askie, project manager, west extension, GO-=LRT, 
welcome Paul, OK without further adieu then, why don't I turn it over to 
the moderators and to the panel, thank you. 


Ted McMeekin 


Thanks Lily. Ladies and gentleman, welcome to the afternoon session of 
the GO-ALRT public forum, I am Ted McMeekin and as you know I'm one of 

the two moderators riding shot gun this afternoon and as my Side kick is 
Dick Capling. This particular portion of this session, I personally think 
an extremely important one. Aristotle said some Many years ago that is 
you want to know if the shoe fits you have to ask the person that has to 
wear it. I think probably this afternoon we'll probably get to that rather 
quickly. We'd just like to note that there were some questions that were 
left over from this morning, and we do have somebody from the province 
with us and copies of those questions have been left with him, so its our 
hope that we can come back near the end of the afternoon session and 
perhaps deal with those specifically. 


The objectives of this afternoon sessions are three fold. First, to gather 
information in the form of a report to the Regional Council. Seconily, 

to provide an additional opportunity for citizen groups to present their 
views so as to influence decisions re GO-Transit. And third, to provide 

an objective public forum for all viewpoints can be expressed and considered. 


We'll begin with a short 20 minute or so presentation on the local route, 
and we anticipate that after this presentztion there will be many persons 
who will have questions. I'd like to suggest that we hear the specific 
question and wait for a specific answer. That's a diplomatic way of saying, 
please no long debates. Others deserve as much chance as a person asking 
the questions as their questions. Is that fair? 
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At 2:00 p.m. we'll hear from 2 presentors, and we'll then move directly 

to citizen group presentations. Each of 8 or 9 citizen groups have indicated 
a desire to speak and have been allocated 5 to 7 minutes to make their 
presentation. Because of the number of presentors who have indicated a 
desire to speak, I'm going to suggest that we hear 3 presentations, 
consecutively, and then take a few moments for questions, then hear another 
set of 3 presentations, questions, etc., through to about 4:00, and hope- 
fully we'll then have that opportunity to answer some of the outstanding 
questions from this mornings session. 


With no further adieu lets turn it over to Kevin Pask, Paul Askie, Roy 
Bratty and Heinz Schweinbenz, who are going to talk about the local 
situation and we'll follow that up with questions. Go ahead guys. 


Kevin Pask 


Before we get into this specific study we might just review how we got 
started in the various steps that have been in the study. The study 

design was produced and approved by Regional Council earlier in 1983. 

March specifically. We then went on to develop alternatives. The 
alternatives were developed through to August and there were public meetings 
in June. Then an information package was sent to all area elected 
representatives as to what the alternatives would be. So that we could 

be assured that everybody knew what we were going to be studying. I 

wonder if there are any other things that we should look at, in fact they 
were identified to us. 


We then went away with the alternatives that were identified and evaluated 
them through to the December 6 presentation to Regional Transit committee, 
at which we had a number of area elected representatives that was a 

fairly large meeting and then of course, most recently, we made a recommend- 
ation to Regional Transit Committee on February 28, and there was of course 
reports produced and all those phrases. I've seen the number of people 
with the latest reports, and I believe there was a fairly wide circulation 
of those reports. In terms of the process with public involvement, again 

it follows the same phrases of introduction to the study taking alternatives 
which was done in June to the public and also to the special interest 
groups, a number of whom are represented today. Then we went away and 
evaluated the alternatives and brought them back to another public meeting 
in December with more meetings with the special interest groups and then 

of course, most recently, 2 days ago, we had another round of public 
meetings. I recognize a number of faces in the audience from that round 
too. And then of course the forum today is another part of the ongoing 
process. So we've had I think a fairly extensive program. I certainly 
recognize a number of faces in the audience. 


I'd like to first of all return back to December just to remind everybody 
of the evaluation conclusions. Possibly before I do that, T gees 
probably run over the routes that are on the board. = : ie 
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Essentially there are two basic routes to get in through the Bay area, one 
is to follow the Cootes paradise side and of course that is adjacent to 
Highway 403, the other alternative is to follow the CNR railway on the 
harbour side of the Bay and again that alignment is rather adjacent to 

the CNR, so on either route we're following an existing transportation 
corridor, one is 403 and the other is the CNR. There is a number of 
alternatives that were discarded earlier in the process, and I think a 

lot of people got those documents, 


In terms of bringing this into the downtown area, again there are 2 

basic options, well actually there is several basic options. The railway 
option is 1 basic option, to follow it through and then bring it down 
Ferguson Avenue and back into town. The other basic option is to take off 
from the 403 and come in and several ways one of which was heard about 
this morning, the TH&B. That is the tunnel ending up at the TH&B 

Station downtown. Another option was Main Street, which was to tunnel 
under Main Street all the way downtown and end up close to City Hall. Other 
options on York Blvd., were to be either a fully tunneled along York 
Blvd. , to be a grade on York Blvd., or elevated on York Blvd. One of them 
was to come across over route, which would come from the CNR to York or 
from 403 to York Blvd. So those were the basic alternatives. I think 
most people are familiar with them, at least. 


What we had said in December was that the Main Street and TH&B options 
didn't appear to be worthwhile to pursue, because of the magnitude of 

costs. Now I think Main Street was in the order of $220 million ~ $235 
million to be more precise. There was also the problem with Main Street 

in having to dig up the road while you build a subway system, and the impact 
that it could have on the traffic system in Hamilton. TH&B tunnel was in 
the order of $27 million dollars, and there was a problem with what to 

do with the rail traffic while we rebuilt the tunnel. There was also 
problems associated with the road system afterwards, problems with Hunter 
Street. 


I am sure I will get into more detail on these due to questioning, so 
I'm just going to skip over them, and I'll answer the questions as they 
arise. 


The CNR Station, it was ascertained it did not appear to offer the benefits 
of going downtown, that the other options were offering. The Ferguson 
Avenue appears to be attractive. There was some concerns about the 
operation and its extendability to Stoney Creek. York Blvd. elevated 
seemed to be the most direct but there were concerns with the visual 
impacts particularly at Dundurn and also in the downtown area too. The 
York Blvd., Woodbine Tunnel, which is to come from 403 under the cemetary 
and then emerge on York Blvd. elevated, we felt avoided some of the 
potential areas of concern, there were still significant costs and penalties 
associated with it. Now I am just trying to retresh your memory of where 
we were in December, and that is where we were. 
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Subsequent to that time, we've looked at basically a couple of options 

in a little more detail than others, but we looked at them from several 
points of view. Systems operations, which basically mean how does the 
transit system work and operate. The perimeter industrial road came up 
early in January, and we also looked at station utility, so I'll try 

and outline what we found out relating to those 3. They are of course 

in your reports anyway. Systems operation relates to service, matters 

in terms of the service that the transit system will provide initially. 
That's to Hamilton, residents, Burlington residents, whatever. We were 
thinking particularly relating to Ferguson and York. York is evidence 

on the map as a direct route in. Ferguson tends to come round and back in. 
Now the travel distance, I don't believe is particularly significant. 

There might be 1 minute difference in those travel times. I think however, 
for a trip from here to Toronto, 1 minute should not be a particular 

large penalty to pay. 


The problem, more particularly was the ability to turn trains back. Because 
York Blvd., is a direct route in, you can quite directly turn the trains 
back to Toronto. York therefore allows us to operate service as we would 
wish to operate service. Ferguson Avenue has some bends down at it down 
at the bottom end as you can see and that translates into not being able 
to turn the trains back as well. There is an additional difficulty in 
that because of those curves you can't retrofit. What I am saying is 
that initially there would be a difference between the two, and Ferguson 
what you buy now is what you get there's very limited opportunity if none 
to go back and retrofit. On York there would be the ability, so if we 
run into problems on York, we feel we could do something about it. If 

we do on Ferguson we're stuck with what we've got. Now again I don’t 
believe that that would be significant initially. I don't believe it 
would be significant while the service is operating only through to 
Oakville. I think the significance would come when we have the full 
system in operation. I am looking at this as a system, I think, as was 
indicated this morning as a total system that we're talking about. I 
know from a Hamilton point of view you tend to look at the apecifics of 
Hamilton. We're looking at the total system which will relate to people 
using it in Oakville but it will also relate to people using the system 
from Hamilton and from Burlington. That therefore, was a concern to us 
and to GO-Transit at the most senior level as to the capability to provide 
service. We felt that we wouldn't wish the total service to be driven 
by the ends. The ends should be consistent with the total. 


In terms of extendibility, the studies have indicated that extendibility 

to Stoney Creek or other points is a municipal priority which was given 

to us at the beginning of the study. Certainly from the provincial point 

of view we would wish to have that extendibility, and the ability to extend. 
Essentially then on York its a straight through route. If you come down 
York, and we were to go out later on Ferguson, you would go down York and 
just go straight out to Stoney Creek. Now that means the station is an 
on-line station. That is regular transit practice it can be done, it 

is just the regular way of doing things. 
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If we come in on Ferguson, we would very likely at some point, I'm not 
saying that this would be straight-away but at some point, we would very 
likely require three tracks on Ferguson. The two tracks that are on the 
board there, if you like, the ones that come around Ferguson and in would 
be essentially the Toronto, Hamilton Burlington operation. We feel that 
we would end up with a third track operation to Stoney Creek and it would 
be shuttled backwards and forwards. Now that would be fine for the 
people coming from Stoney Creek into Hamilton. They would be well 
served. Our concern would relate to people coming in from Stoney Creek 
wishing to go to Burlington or on to Oakville or Toronto. It would mean 
they would have to disembark in the downtown station location, cross the 
platform, which is not a particularly difficult move, but they would have 
to get out of one vehicle and hopefully go to a waiting vehicle on the 
other track. There'd be a problem of scheduling and transfer. 


The second item is the perimeter industrial road if I come back to this 
slide here. We have looked at some detail into the perimeter industrial 
road in the Strachan Ave. area. Our evaluation up to December indicated 
that there would be eleven homes required on York. We did it in terms 

of people in the December reports but I'll translate that into homes. 

It would mean on York there are eleven homes impacted. On Ferguson as 

it stood in December there would have been nine homes. So eleven 

versus nine. Now I'm looking at the perimeter industrial road, and the 
plan that was tabled with us relative to the perimeter industrial road, 
interchanges appear to be required at Bay,James and John. Now if that is 
a requirement, and if the ALRT and the industrial perimeter road we 

built through that narrow neck of land, just south of Strachan, in between 
Strachan and the railway essentially. We could end up with quite a 
severe impact. We believe that the ALRT could be built in there if no 
station was to be put in there. With no impact or very little impact 
maybe. We think zero homes required to be specific. However, if the 
industrial perimeter road is put in there with the ALRT, with all the 
interchanges that are required, it could be as high as thirty-four homes. 
If there's a station at that particular location, it could be as high as 
fifty homes. I think essentially what it means is that the municipality 
has a decision to make as to the type of roadway that the industrial 
perimeter road would be. If GO-ALRT is through that particular area, 

it could be as high as an additional fifty homes required, it could be a 
good bit lower than that. It might even be possible to do it with zero 
homes required if the industrial perimeter road and the design of the 
industrial perimeter road is different to what we've been given to under- 
stand it should be. I can't make those decisions. That's not up to me 
to dictate to the municipality what the industrial perimeter road design 
should be. I'm just saying that with the plan as it stands now had been 
translated into homes, that's the nature of the impact. 


The third area on the slide is station utility, and I let Roy Bratty 
talk to that for a moment. 
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Roy Bratty 


Following our evaluation process in December we decided to look more 
closely at the potential ridership for the various station alternatives, 
and indeed we considered as well a station on Hwy 403 in the vicinity 

of Macklin Road. This station has been suggested by many : mbers of the 
public who have attended our information centres, as well as senior 
management at GO-Transit and GO-ALRT. Our study considered four different 
Station scenarios. One would have a terminal station at Wilson Street. 
The second considered a station terminal at the CNR station. A third 
considered a terminal station at Hwy 403 and Macklin Road only. And the 
fourth considered a combination of a Wilson and a Hwy 403 station. In 
this analysis process, we took into account, availability and costs of 
the downtown parking , the proximity of walking to traffic generators, the 
ability of autos to get access to the station areas and so forth. And we 
also considered data available from the 1981 Census, which gave us our 
home-to-work trip distribution in the area. And this census data pointed 
out a couple of important factors for those people working in Hamilton, 
about two thirds of them were resident in Burlington, while one third 
were resident in the Peel/Metropolitan Toronto area. On the other hand 
for those people that lived in the Hamilton-Wentworth area, that worked 
elsewhere, two thirds of those went to Metropolitan Toronto, whereas only 
one third went the short haul to Burlington. So this is significant, in 
that when you consider serving these people that to serve the inbound 
traffic and indeed this an important consideration for the GO-ALRT, the 
short haul from Burlington, two thirds of the people are from Burlington, 
that we must give them convenient access to their place of work. They 
must be able to get off the GO-ALRT and get to work, and they must rely 
on walking to the local transit system for that purpose. On the other 
hand for those going out of Hamilton-Wentworth its a longer haul, they‘re 
prepared to make a little more sacrifice, but these are required to use 
primarily the transit access to the station if they don't have auto 
access available to them and of course the larger portion would be a 
"nyark and ride" or "kiss and ride" service out. 


When we looked at the four scenarios the Wilson Street Station terminal for 
inbound service provides very good service, because people can walk to 
their place of business or there are many transit routes available if they 
have to use the HSR service to get to work. On the other hand the Wilson 
Station is not as attractive. People are required to deal with traffic 
congestion in the downtown area, to park and pay for parking in the down- 
town area. It is of course good for transit access for those going out 
who want access to the Wilson Station by Transit - its very good for that 
purpose. 


I'm looking at the CNR station, for inbound, there's very few people who 
can walk to work from the CNR station. The majority will have to use the 
local transit system. They depend on local transit. And we considered 
an improved transit service in our analysis, so that there would be 
probably some kind of a improved service to the downtown area, provided 
you could walk from that transit service to work you'd be satisfied but 
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then you may have to transfer to another HSR route to get to your place 
of business, so it is not as good as the Wilson Station for handling the 
inbound trips. Similarly for outbound trips, we have not as good transit 
access to the station and we have similar kinds of problems with auto 
access as far as parking and accessibility to the site. 


The Hwy 403/Macklin Road Station as a terminal station is much similar 

to the CNR station in providing transit access and walking. They're 

just not too gocd. But it did have the obvious advantage of good auto 
access in that our plans provided for direct access from the Hwy 403 to 
ample parking facilities.at the station. - So this station would be good 
to the outbound auto oriented access mode. 


When we looked at the combination of the Wilson and Macklin Rd stations, 
this is when we get the ideal situation. With these two stations for the 
inbound trips we are able to satisfy the walk-in transit from the station 
to the place of work. That is of course from the downtown Wilson Station. 
For the outbound trips, transit access to the Wilson Station to go out- 
bound or the auto access to the 403 Station to go outbound are very very 
good. And avoids the need for the auto traveller to travel in the dow- 
town area and add to the traffic conzestion/vehicular traffic congestion 
in that area. When we put these figures together, we note that for about 
a half a million trips per year originating in the Hamilton-Wentworth aree 
that the combination of the Hwy 403 ~ Wilson Ave. Station is better served 
for these trips because we are serving those trips here in Hamilton. With 
the Wilson Station those half a million people would have to drive to the 
City of Burlington to access the GO~ALRT system. We also noted that with 
the CNR Station as a terminal, that a further 400,000 trips per year 

would be lost. These four-hundred thousand people would select a different 
type of travel mode which obviously would be more expensive to them and 
would reduce fare revenues on the total System. So on that basis we 
concluded that the combination of the Wilson-Hwy 403 Station previded the 
best overall service for the area, and provided the service in Hamdlton. 


Kevin Pask 


I will run over very quickly what the recommendations were. The recommend- 
ation was that the CNR Station option wouldn't be pursued, and that it | 
didn’t g0 downtown and therefore would not meet the benefits and objectives 
that we felt should be met by going downtown. 


Ferguson Avenue is undesirable and should not be pursued because of the 
limitations of the ability to provide service. A third track on Ferguson, 
the separate Transit service to Stoney Creek, it conflicts with the plans 
for the perimeter industrial road, there is no additional station in 
Hamilton, we feel that two stations would be a significant benefit to 
Hamilton and the limitation on urban development. It is cost competitive 
however , and if the perimeter industrial road is compromised, and I don't 
know how that would be done, there could be reasonable social impat. 

We could avoid maybe those fifty homes. 


es 


Woodbine Tunnel/York Blvd. option should be pursued. This obviously is 
the recommendation as everybody will be aware. It limits the length of 
visual condition change and what we meant by that was that we avoided 

the Dundurn Castle area. We fully recognize that there is an impact on 
York Blvd. from York Street on in. We believe it supports municipal 
development objectives. It does provide excellent downtown service for 
inbound passengers. It's the initial stage of a Hamilton transportation 
system which would be the extension on through to Stoney Creek. The 
service to the public is not restrained by track geometry. That's the 
turnback capability I was talking about, where we can provide the service 
through the full life span of the facility, and we know we can do that. 
This also provides a very logical extension through to Stoney Creek 
whether its en the CN option or the TH&B. We have indicated that the CN 
is our preference. There's no decision made on that. As well the 

Hwy 403 station is the only alternative with a second station in Hamilton, 
it does provide for excellent inbound service, than would be with the 
downtown station. And then for the outbound automobile oriented and 
transit trips you got transit downtown and automobile oriented to some 
extent out a Kay Drage. So on the basis of that, that is our recommendation, 
I realize there's a lot of you will have read the report, so I don't 
intend to go on at detail, I think you would want to ask me questions. 


Ted McMeekin 

Thank you Kevin 

We'll now entertain questions in the order they're asked. 
Question 


Mr. Pask this is a question to you and actually it's a question that I 

put to you a couple of months ago at another meeting. At that time you 
indicated you'd take it under advisement and let me know and maybe this 
is your opportunity. All of the figures I've seen so far are based on 

the fact that you will be building at least two tracks, one for travelling 
in each direction, and I think at a previous meeting I mentioned to you 
the experience of many other inter-regional transportation systems is 

that they can save money by not always building two tracks that sometimes 
trains can share tracks going in different directions. How much thought 
has been given to the prospect of using only a single track during some 

of the Hamilton portion because if ia fact you could do that it might 
make the cost differentials quite different and it might also make the 
TH&B option more viable. If in fact a single track was acceptable over 
even a brief portion it might well mean the TH&B tunnel may be used as it 
currently exists in which case you would incur no tunnelling costs 
whatsoever. My question is how much thought have you given to saving 
money and to planning a single track system as many other systems have done? 
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Kevin Pask 


I remember the question. We have looked at that. We feel that the single 
track option would not provide us the service or more particularly the 
service that the people in Hamilton require. 


Question 

What are the numbers? 

Kevin Pask - Answer 

We're looking at probably six minute service into Hamilton at some time 
in the future when the service is through to Toronto and on that basis 


we would have difficulty turning back traffic on Ferguson Ave, that has a | 
two track system into it. We could do it on York. 


Question 
And you couldn't do it through TH&B? 
Kevin Pask - Answer 


Not with a single track, 


Question 


Have you ever done a competitive analysis in terms of the cost? 
Answer 


Not in the sense of looking at the costs through time. I think what was 
said on the TH&B option is that at some time, whether it be now or in 

the future, I won't debate, but at some time, we feel its now, we would 
require two tracks for the CP and two tracks for ourselves. That is 270 
millions dollars. Whether you put that single track in now and live 

with the situation of having to rebuild at some future time, if the 
railway would agree with that or not, you're going to have to rebuild 
that railway tunnel. There's no doubt in my mind. The railway have stated 
to us in writing that the TH&B in their opinion is not a viable option, 
and might I add, that we've had a high degree of cooperation both from 

CN and CP. I've talked to CP. CP have accepted the ALRT alignment in 
Oshawa from the west side of Oshawa, through to the east side of Oshawa, 
and that‘s in fact the means by which the ALRT service is being provided 
in Oshawa. I'm dealing with exactly the same people as was dealt with on 
the east extension. They have a responsibility to their customers and 
their operation and it's their opinton and ours that the TH&B option is 
not viable in terms of them providing a service to their customers with 

a single track operation. 
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Paul Drage - Question 


My name is Paul Drage, I live in Hamilton-West. I have a great concern 
about what is going on at the Kay Drage landfill site. Are they aware 

of the Environmental Act and the closing on lendfill sites? The Act that 
controls the closing of landfill sites for a twenty-five year period? 


Paul Askie - Answer 


We are aware of the requirements under Section 45 of the Environmental 
Protection Act. You have to submit specific plans to indicate what the 
proposal is that you are planning on doing on top of a landfill site, 
and to be able to show that there won't be any adverse affects from that 
proposal. 


Paul Drage - Question 


When the Park was being built, the Dept. of Parks and Recreation were 
involved in it, and we had to go many times to Mr. Hicks of the Ministry 

of Environment, and the Ministry of the Environment lay down the terms 

of reference. The terms of reference on this park was, that you can't 

put in any roads, you can't do anything but gravel. If you're going to 

put any lights there they've got to be explosive proof lights. They 

were concerned with the methane. The methane problem exists. The 
consultants at the Region used say that the methane problem will lay there 
many many years. The methane readings in that area were nine and five, were 
at explosive level. This is why we were constantly monitoring the Basilica, 
because there were problems, Where the curve comes in do they realize 

that there is a culvert here? That culvert is unstable. The culvert 

had to be made flexible because it was constantly sinking. How could 

they put a road over it. It's madness. We stuck to the terms of reference 
by the Ministry of the Environment, we stuck to them strictly, we had a 

lot of problems, and the park was established, and now the Dept. of Tr ansport 
comes along and says to the Ministry of Environment we're not going to 

stick with their plans, we're going to do what we want to do. 


continued on next tape. 
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Paul Drage 


This here is a bit of a facade, I'm hearing things from the committee and 
I'm fed up with them - its the same thing but its in a different way, I 
would like to have an open debate on this particular landfill site because 
if you get beaten on a landfill site, you have got to go and find another 
way other than affecting Hamilton West, I'm afraid of the ramifications 
and repercussions if they use this site.. There's documented evidence 
available, Why do they have to do another study, They should have done 
it before they come up with the recommendations, 


Thank you Paul. I am going to ask very directly - do you feel that this 
particular issue needs more study? 


Paul Askie 


We do not feel that it meeds more study to determine if it's feasible, 

We strongly believe that it is feasible. We do believe that we only 

want to establish the specific means as to how we put that station on the 
site. 


Paul Drage 


I would challenge the statement that this gentleman made, Not now, but 
with the consultants after the meeting because you are speaking nonsense, 


Kevin Pask 


I would like to just add one thing to it, That we do have letters from 
the Ministry of Environment indicating that we can cross that site. That 
they feel it's possible, What we have to do is do the study as to how we 
can cross the site, 


Paul Askie 


The first part of the question - the Ministry of Environment specified.... 
Coe ere errcesaccerecencecccs on that Landfill site, As I understand it 
from discussions with Mr, Hicks is that it was specified if there were not 
roads, not various other sewers and so forth, that it was quite acceptable 
to put park facilities on there, My understanding was that there was not 
necessarily a strong requirement to have those facilities on the dump site, 
and that a specific study was not undertaken to show what those facili+~' 
ties or what mitigation measures actually would do to dissipate the 

methane gas from that area, It would be proposed as part of our study, In 
fact, over the lastass.ce. we have had several meetings with the Ministry 
of Environment on this issue and we have, in fact, established the terms 

of reference to carry out a feasibility study, a hydrogeological feasibi- 
lity study for crossing that landfill site and that specific study would 
identify the full extent of the landfill site, what is actually being pro- 
duced there, it is knowthat methane gas is being produced, what sort of 
quantities of methane gas is being produced . Just to verify that the 
opinions that have been voiced from experts in the field that a station on 
a landfill site is practical and feasible, it would verify that that was 
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the case and it would identify the specific mitigative measures to 
actually put the facility on that site. In fact, in Ottawa there is a 
landfill site and there is a station located on that site - something 
that we have learned of recently, 


Ted McMeekin: 
Very briefly, Paul 


Paul Drage 


Let me say something - what there is in Ottawa and what there is here is 

a different situation. Here, we have a landfill site which is built on a 
swamp and also we are an environmentally sensitive area. There's been a 
fight from the people of Hamilton West for many years to preserve this area 
and here you are going to screw it up with what you are doing - no doubt 
about it. (Applause) 


We appreciate the point, Paul. And I think it ought to be surfaced again, 
Paul, .because you have obviously raised a sensitive issue and it needs some 
exploration, 


Another person from the audience 


I'm interested in the trip generation data that were used by Mr. Bratty 
to suggest where the station would go. 


Barry Zimmerman 


When we talk about the trip generation, we are not presented with any 
actual figures on numbers of trips and quite often what it is, is a mixture 
of actual trips, plus projected trips. So that in point of fact, what 

I would like to know is - how many people coming in from Burlington in 
absolute numbers there are, compared to trips on the way to Toronto, 
Secondly, what the modal split is - How many of the people now use public 
transit? My feeling would be, as a commuter, into Toronto, is that most 

of them come in by car so that what you are doing is projecting that you 
will lever them out of the car, In point of fact, the commuter that is 
going to Toronto who will be less well served by the Wilson street station, 
according to your words - is very poorly served at the present time by 
transit. So that what I would like to know is the actual absolute numbers - 
whether in fact, people coming in from Burlington currently come in by car, 
What makes you think that you will be able to lever them out and whether 
the people who really deserve the break who are now using transit going 
into Toronto, are in fact going to be more poorly served. 


Kevin Pask: 


If I could come back to the question this morning related to volumes toc, 
The current 24 two-way volume at Oakville is 5800, At the Hamilton- 
Burlington boundary it's 4750. Now looking at the Oakville number of 5800, 
we project that to be up to 14 thousand by 1991 - that is of course only 
with the system through to Oakville. By the year 2020 - with the total 
system through to Toronto we project 35 to 49 thousand, Now the range - 
because of the question of how do you do the trip generations, what popu- 
lation, employment forecasting, what kind of travel habits do you assume, 
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what demographics, what immigration policies, all those number of issues 
that you would look at - we are very well aware of all those type of 
parameters that go into the vagrances of making a demand forecast and that 
is why we indicate a range - the low end of the range is 35,000 again the 
high end is 49,000, That's a long range, I will let Roy talk about transit” 


percentages. 


Roy Bratty 


I think you were asking about the trips specifically from Burlington, I 
don't have that exact breakdown right here but talking about total trips 
inbound and we are talking about 1991 projection and that's not too far 

in the future and certainly we want to be considering a system here that 

is going to serve this municipality for a longer period of time than that. 
We are talking in the order to 2500 projected trips into this city and 

that if we don't end up with a Wilson Station - if we end up with a 403 
station or CNR station we are going to lose 25% of those trips because of 
the poor access to their place of work by transit or by walking, As far as 
the present mode of travel - how can we get those people out of their car 
now onto the transit? The way to do that is to provide the GO-ALRT station 
where the people want to come to so they don't have to use their car, 


Barry Zimmerman 


Have you not overlooked the rating of this system? You're then talking 
about a balance in favour of Burlington trips into Hamilton and deciding 
where the station is, But you are talking about 2500 trips, most of which 
are made by car, Have you not in setting up criteria as to where station 
should be, overbalanced in favour of these numbers of Burlington trips. 


Roy Bratty 


I was only assuming that they are by car now. I don't know how they 
get here. 


Barry Zimmerman 


In point of fact, there was the original question because in setting 

these things up when we read consultants reports one of the reasons that 
you have to dig through the figures are that basically you never know what 
figures are being used to give weighting so the point that I'm interested 
in is whether or not the figures support the weighting that has been given 
for the Burlington in- bound trip towards the Wislon station and the figures 
that you have now given me are 35 to 40 thousand trips projected outbound, 
2500 projected inbound.from Burlington, and therefore I ask you whether the 
35 to 40 thousand trips outbound are as well served by the Wilson station 
given the weighting, Why weight the system for the Burlington inbound 

trip - even at a loss of 25% of trips - that's peanuts. 


Kevin Pask 


I did not give you a figure of 35 thousand outbound, That was the total 
daily. What's the correct figure? The existing 24 two-way at Oakville is 
5800. In 1991 projected is 14,000 and 2020 is 35 - 49,000. Those are 
two-way 24 hour volumes, 


Question from audience member 


Mr, Drage made a comment about methane. I say the same thing as him. I 
worked for 3 years at the Upper Ottawa Landfill site and why was it that 
the Ontario Government had employees subject to a medical since that time, 
Methane is something you don't fool around with. I don't care what the 
Minister of Environment says, there is no way you can go across that West 
end dump. I put garbage in there for a few years before they closed it up, 
so I know what I'm talking about. I think you are going to have to look 
for another way. If you have to, put the station in Burlington. Mr. 
Schweinbenz got all kinds of buses doing nothing. Get the busdrivers going 
back and forth, Run a shuttle service, Why put half the bus drivers on a 
part-time basis - lets get all the bus drivers working, Lets run the buses 
back and forth and leave the GO service at Burlington or run it to Stoney 
Creek. 


Response moderator Ted McMeekin 


I think you are building on a very sensitive issue. Do you have a 
specific question? 


Question 


Yes, Why build the station on a landfill site? Methane is going to be a 
powerful matter whether its this year or the year 2020, After all the 
Upper Ottawa is still being monitored for the presence of methane, 


Moderator Ted McMeekin 


The question is - the dangers of that particular landfill site are they 
such that they should mitigate that as a choice of a route, 


Paul Askie 


We do believe, and through discussions with the Ministry of the Environment 
that putting a station on the landfill site is entirely feasible, It has 
been done before, 


Question 


Are they going to safeguard the safety of the people that have to use that 
station? 


Paul Askie 


We do believe that it can be done. We have talked to experts that under- 
stand the impacts of methane gas, There are methods of venting that gas 
quite readily out from within any area so there is absolutely no problem of 
danger. I don't think that anyone would have a problem walking across the 
landfill site that is there today and why that would be made any more 
unsafe by any facility - parking facility put on top of that, I do not 
understand myself, 
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Question 


I still think with my experience, working for the (Corporation, City of 
Hamilton) that methane is something you don't fool around with. Conversely, 
using propane vehicles. Unless you know how to fuel the said vehicle you 

are looking for trouble there too and until such time as we get a study on © 
what gases are - how to react with them - how to use them you are playing ; 
with danger and we have got no guarantees Maybe they did put a station in 
Ottawa on a landfill site, but that's not going to say that there is not 
going to be a bang and the whole thing goes upe 


Moderator Ted McMeekin 


Maybe not the same kind of landfill site and maybe that needs some further 
exploration, Thank you for your point, site 


Mary Kiss 


I'm just wondering if any of the gentlement on the panel would answer 
people of this area as to why the Province, making a policy decision, is 
trying to forcefeed this unwanted GO~-ALRT system on the people of this city 
after it was voted down after tremendous response from the people through 
their elected officials two years ago. Why is this system being imposed on 
this area, The Province is saying GO-ALRT and the people are saying NO-ALRTs 
I'm saying this as a very concerned alderman, All of these proposed routes 
are right through my Ward, 


Answer - Heinz Schweinbenz 


The Province of Ontario over a number of years have received many petitions, 
many delegations, many resolutions of Regional Council, City Council, Stoney 
Creek Council, Chamber of Commerce and many other people, asking the 
Province, and indeed I think it was a-recommendation in turning down the 

ICTS that the focus of energy then be put onto bringing the GO-Transit system 
GO trains specifically, into Hamilton. I don't think, if I put it into 
perspective, that the Province is forcing this down our throats, They're 
responding to a question that we have asked them to respond to - please bring 
it in. Maybe you don't share that view of the total Council but that is the 
Council resolution, 


Mary Kiss 


The Council resolution was in opposition to the system two years ago and 
that was voted on by the Council. 


Heinz Schweinbenz 


To the elevated ICTS system but not to extending the GO-Transit system 
into Hamilton, 


Mary Kiss 
It's just another window-dressed version of the same thing. 
Heinz Schweinbenz 


This is an extension of the GO-Train system into Hamilton. This is not 


the same vehicle. I agree that it is elevated in a final form but it is 
not an ICTS vehicle, 
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Mary Kiss 


Isn't this just the same company trying to sell this system on to us. Let's 
have the truth, 


Kevin Pask 


I think that the Minister has stated, and so has the Premier that they 
would not wish to force anything on the City of Hamilton that they did not 
wish to have, 


Mary Kiss 


Then lets have them not force it then, lets stop this nonsense, Lets 
sit down - politicians and people - and decide what we want in this City 
together, Let's decide our own priorities. We don't need the province 
forcing them on us, 


Kevin Pask 


Let me take a stab at the second part of the question, As far as the 
GO-ALRT and the ICTS system - it is not the same system. The Province has 
developed this system for a specific needs for hauling people from here to 
Toronto and also within the whole Toronto area, The ICTS system would not 
do that. It has nothing like the same performance characteristics, it would 
be too slow. A very good system in my opinion for urban application but it 
is not an inter-urban system. 


Mary Kiss 


Have you considered what this is going to do to some people. 

It's going to mean expropriation - people might lose their houses - 

that neighbourhoods are going to be disrupted - the social fabric of this 
city can be torn apart. 


Moderator Ted McMeekin 


Out of deference that you mentioned earlier that it is your ward and there 
obviously a lot of concerns, if you would like to make a one or two sentence 
statement based on what you have heard I will allow that in and then move 
onto the next question, 


Mary Kiss 


What I'm hearing from the people is that this system is not wanted, it is 
not needed, It is being imposed upon them, they resent it and they are 
opposed to it, They're the taxpayers, it's their money, They don't want 
their homes taken away, Where do you move today with high mortgage and 
interest rates? How can you relocate? People can't afford to do that any- 
more. It's time that the politicians listened to the people and not to 

the consultants and the Province that is trying to impose this system in 
this City again two short years later, 


Question from Audience 


Would just like to ask the panel whether they are aware, or ask for a 
comment with respect to the ALRT system that is now under construction in 
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the City of Vancouver in preparation for EXPO '86. I believe there's an 
existing railtunnel there - there's four tracks run through this existing 
tunnell - it's a stack system rather than the 4 tracks side by side. Any 
comments from the panel on that particular issue? I imagine you're aware 
of it. I would like to make one other statement: It seems that from 
reaction here just a few moments ago, there is a lot of social and environ- 
mental concerns with respect to this transit facility. I cannot argue 
against the City's need for a Transit facility of this type, but I ask 
again of this panel that the project team reconsider the TH&B system. I'm 
not an engineer but perhaps this stack system of tracks could be initiated 
there and also because that is an existing rail track and I believe that 
it's the Ferguson Ave. track that people are not objecting to too strenously 
because it is a rail facility - the TH&B is a rail facility. There is not 
that environmental concern - that social impact that a rail track cutting 
through an existing neighbourhood and disturbing a lot of homes, I realise 
these would be some impact as the tunnel etc. would be reconstructed, but 
then it's a short-term impact. The rest of us are going to have to live 
with whatever we get when it's finally constructed for a very long time 
and if we are worrying about the short-term impact of construction, I don't 
think we should concern ourselves with that too much, 


Kevin Pask 


I am not entirely familiar with Vancouver. I do believe that EXPO !'86 

is a continuation of the transcontinental services that were put into 
Vancouver 100 years ago and I believe that tunnel was used at that time, 
but I believe it's not used now and therefore they can utilize what, in a 
sense, is an abandoned tunnel to put in a two-stack ALRT system, I think 
it is a different situation that you have on the TH&B. 


Question from audience 


I am in a difficult position. I wouid really like to see a service in 
Hamilton but I would really like to see it done properly. I would like to 
comment first of all on the paving over a landfill site. When you get an 
environmental assessment done and get it approved by the Ministry of the 
Environment and not do it by exemption then I think they are going to 
listen to you but until such time as you do I don't think you have got much 
credibility. Because you haven't done the feasibility studies and if no- 
body has done a feasibility study, what happens when you pave over a land- 
fill site. I think you should do that before you tell people you can 

build a station on there with two oz three thousand parking spaces, 


Heinz Schweinbenz 


If I may answer that right here and now. This portion of the entire 
length between Highway 6 to downtown Hamilton has not been exempt. tris 
subject to an environmental assessment, 


Questioner 


Then I think you should start looking for another place to put that station, 
A large part of the cost of this System is to put a track into downtown 
Hamilton to serve 2500 trips per day, I would like to ask how you can 
justify that extra 2 or three hundred million dollars for 2500 trips per 


day when you can just as well drop the people off at King and Main Streets 
and bus them, 


- 4l 
Kevin Pask 


The cost of bringing in the system we have recommended is about 165 million 
dollars, 


Questioner 


That would build two dome stadiums in Hamilton. Then how do you justify 
165 million dollars to bring a station into downtown Hamilton when buses 
on King and Main Streets go down every five minutes. 


Kevin Pask 


The extra cost to come downtown would be about 80 million dollars. The 
Kay Drage park would be about 85 million dollars. When Gerry related to 
this, this morning when we looked at all those systems alternatives, the 
genesis of the program, there were four heavy rail options and two other 
options - one being bus and the other being streetcar, I think the bus is 
a very flexible and good service. We own and operate it, we fully recognize 
the flexibility of bus service. We operate them throughout the whole area, 
I think, though, that there will come a point in the area when bus-service 
from here to Toronto will not carry the volume that we are talking about. 
They will not do it on a congested urban freeway system that already is 
congested from Highway 427 into the downtown area of Toronto. Those could 
be served however, by ALRT from the Kay Drage Park. 


Now in terms of the desirability of bringing the system into the CBD, that 
relates to some extent to the Province and largely also to the Municipality, 
and we are looking for advice in both those areas from the Municipality. 


Questioner 


Did you understand that my question was to put the station between King 
and Main Street, on the 403, rather than bring it downtown. 


Heinz Schweinbenz 


First of all, the gentleman's quite right - the park between King and 

Main is also a landfill site but more importantly from a municipal 
perspective, including our official plang and the thrust of the downtown 
Hamilton, we want the facility to have a station in the downtown area, A 
Station at either King and Main or the Basilica or the Macklin or even the 
CN would adequately serve the outbound traffic but it would do very little 
to bring people to downtown Hamilton. I think the 2500 you have got is not 
COLLEGE. 


Questioner 


If you are going to go downtown, what is the incentive for you to go 
through Cootes rather than on the Bay side and why not come up Hess St. for 
example, straight into, without a tunnel, straight up Hess St. and stop at 
the Arena. 
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Heinz Schweinbenz 


The main objective from a downtown point of view 1s fC 1EEy and end up east 
of James St. and hopefully or preferably north of Kings Thattisethe Buated 
planning objective of the business community and the planning of the City of 


Hamilton. 


(chairman interjected about the length of meeting 
do we continue this questioning?) Last question - 


Questioner 


If you are going to bring it into downtown which may be a viable planniny 
alternative why not bring it into the highest density area of downtown, For 
example, put the station right beside the arena and then run it back up 
Ferguson later on rather than bring it all the way up to Wilson, 


Heinz Schweinbenz 


The planning objectives and the official plan policies and a desire to try 
and promote or stimulate growth east of James St. is very strong in the 
business community, in the Planning and Development Committee and the 
Region's planning and Development people. Without a station east of James 
St. - it is everyone's opinion - yes, it would provide service to Jackson 
Square, but then perhaps it would also be the death knell of the section 
East of James St, 


Tom Radigan - citizen 


I want to ask a procedural question, I wandered in off the Library here 
and I noticed that a lot of people here seem to have pre-determined ideas 
and have come to speak on their own behalf and since I don't have a brief 
to present I was wondering sometime after the briefs have been presented, 
that I would like to speak on behalf of the citizens of Hamilton rather 
than the citizens of the west end or Ward 2, 


What's your name sir? 
Tom Radigan. - You're on 


OK, Gentlemen, thanks very much, i appreciate you'te coming and sharing 
that with us. (A round of applause showed the audience appreciation) 


Ted McMeekin - moderator 


Over the years, I have been known to lose my patience and my temper but 
what I am determined not to lose, is my faith in the process, and we are 
certainly not losing that today, A lot of input here. It is because of a 
tremendous amount of input from citizen groups that we are here today, 


ea 
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SESSION III OF THE PROGRAM: PRESENTATIONS FROM GROUPS AND INDIVIDUALS 


Ted McMeekin 


Mr. Norman Pearson is here in a dual capacity as an independent planning 
consultant with 35 years experience and currently adviser to the downtown 


Hamilton BIA, Notwithstanding he's a fine fellow, held in quite high repute 
in the community. 


Mr. Norman Pearson 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of being able to speak to these 
issues and I would emphasize that speaking here, in my independent consulting 
capacity, I don't know that my clients would agree with everything that I'm 
saying but that's their problem rather than mine, I do Suggest, from a 
technical and professional point of view, that one of the real difficulties 
we have in the system is that the thinking has to extend to an ultimate 
system which is not going to be complete until 2020, by which time we will 

be in the next phase of the next thirty-year boom - that's 36 years ahead, 

It seems to me with the rate of change that is common in our society, we 
should be very careful about imposing constraints drawn from 2020 or 2010 

on a system which is being partially built now. Constraints that are 

closer are likely more significant, I think too, it's worth saying that the 
problems we have in Hamilton are entirely different from those along the 

rest of the system. I worked on Mississauga City Centre, Scarborough City 
Centre and the rest. I know the Burlington/Oakville area and Scarborough 
area intimately and I can tell you that they are all areas which are, in 
essence, starting from green fields situations and where people did advance 
planning and there is no real problem in putting a GO-ALRT system and CTS 
system through that kind of environment. Hamilton however, is an older city, 
planned at a time when the horse was the main vehicle. It had great 
difficulty even getting into the railway era and that's why it has difficulty 
in getting into the GO-ALRT system. I would like to say that from my 
viewpoint as a planner, the really significant finding which has emerged 
from the most recent research of Giffels in the last stage, virtually in the 
last few months, is this approximate balance which is emerging between in- 
flow and out-flow into Hamilton. I think that that is absolutely critical 
because it means that Hamilton is about to re-gain its convergence as a hub 
for the Region it once had before the automobile came, and before the QEW 
and Highway 403 were built as a triangle around Hamilton and took away that 
role. Now I think it's very important, therefore, to get a form of workable 
GO-ALRT into Hamilton if Hamilton wants to prosper, as it will be the basis 
for the economy. Secondly, I think there is a major challenge of integration. 
And the challenge of intergration is really to rethink after GO-ALRT is put 
in and during the process of working it out - our street system - our land 
use, and everything else because it will be a fundamental change ~- one 

which I think we have foreseen in our Official Plan. I believe its 
objectives of getting GO-ALRT to downtown and getting it as far east of James 
and North of the King/Main corridor is very vital if that downtown is 

going to adjust, and it's not just for the downtown, it's for the whole area 
of which we are a part. We have been told by the Technical Advisory Committee 
that there really are two routes, and I make the modest suggestion that it 
would be well worth carrying both of those routes through into the next 
evaluation stage, just in case we get backed into a corner by some of the 
problems which cannot obviously be settled in detail at this stage. 
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Further, I would say that technically, the expansion of the system east and 
south is ultimately very important. East one first and that should be safe- 
guarded now, I was very glad to hear the Deputy Minister speak along those 
lines and would encourage that kind of thinking, because in any option, the 
Ferguson Ave. corridor is critical to that expansion and it is also related 
to the downtown station location. I think that the real problem that we have 
to look at very carefully, is the way that the crossovers are handled, the 
way railway curves and geometry are handled because I would suspect, as a 
planner, having walked all of these routes, that they are a lot more 
flexible than people can detect at this stage and that this will emerge in 
the next more detailed stage. So it's clear that the Technical Advisory 
Committee and the consultants are really telling us that there are Ps 
routes, One which has a very high degree of technical perfection and in 
that sense ideal, and another equally significant route, which is less 
technically perfect but which is another way into Hamilton, You have to 
look at both of them, and it seems to me that one option, which I very 
modestly suggest, is for the Region to get its own evaluation of say the CN 
Ferguson route to set alongside what is being done in the GO-ALRT process, 
just in case we do get backed into a corner. The CN Ferguson Ave. option 
was very well dealt with in the report and they reasoned it has the more 
tolerable social environmental impacts. They should be exploited. The 
problems associated with its operation and future extension are not of 
overriding importance. The potential property impacts of the future 
perimeter industrial road can be minimized by eliminating interchanges at 
James and John and the downtown station can adequately serve ridership with 
some modifications. I would comment on the question of alignment geometry, 
I believe there is room for technical adjustment. I believe this can not 
be detailed at this stage. It will emerge in the more detailed studies 
which are to come and it will then be married to impact and cost considera- 
tions. We will then know what we are getting into. I will just make one 
comment, though I have said remarks in favour of CN Ferguson, I would say 
that York St. is also incomplete. It's partly rebuilt and the present system 
of coming down York is halfway to meeting the objects of an elevated system 
because it is in tunnel past the critical part to Locke St. and then it 
isn't really on York Blvd. when it comes through threading the needle. So 
lets not be confused about terminology - lets look at what is really being 
proposed. I would suggest one other matter on the perimeter road, The 
Giffels report states it would conflict with plans for the implementation of 
the perimeter road and we have heard some comments on that and I won't 
repeat them. I would suggest however, that there is a current thrust to 
reduce trucks coming into downtown, that the perimeter road has had a long 
and varied history. It started out as an expressway east/west, it then 
went to being a scenic road around the edge of the north end urban renewal 
area, It then became a two stage road which went partly across the Bay and 
partly across the railyards and I think that the technical staff in some 
degree of desparation produced a best consensus alternative, in case the 
Politicians stumbled on the issue and didn't provide adequate networks and 
what is really there is a best judgement of what might be done if we need 
to do it. The question is do we need to do it. Many things have happened 
since the perimeter road was first suggested, including the Lax property 
being expropriated by the City, and the Harbour Commission being told that 
they are not really going to fill in the west end of Hamilton Harbour; the 
Skyway has been twinned, Burlington St. has been expanded and the York Blvd. 
has been built, Highway 403 and now GO-ALRT,. I think what is being said 
really is. In the first place, only partial interchanges were initially 
Suggested at John and James and in the second place, the traffic counts are 
evidently not justifying it being in the capital budget for the next five 
years or in the foreseable future and that the Technical Advisory Committee 
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is correctly-saying that it is not an insuperable barrier to coming down 
that route, And I think these things should be very carefully looked at 
and indeed the perimeter road itself should likely be rethought. I think 
it's important too, not to overemphasize or underestimate the question of 
the gateway to Hamilton. The yateway to Hamilton along Cootes Paradise is 
extremely beautiful. So is the gateway in the west harbour, I remember 
being in the Royal Air Force and that was my first view of Hamilton from a 
railway train standing on the CN curve and we were so impressed that we 
all got out of that train and walked up and down. I don't even believe 
that we were conscious of a railyard there because we were simply stunned by 
the beauty of Hamilton and we said that to people out in Winnipeg, They 
said, “Hamilton - you must be crazy", Now that gets us into the urban fabric 
and I think there is an opportunity to do Something both on the York Blvd. 
area but more particularly, in my view, on the CN Ferguson approach, The 
CN Ferguson approach comes through an area which was impacted by the 
railway - 100 years ago and through the shatter belt of the North side on the 
North East side of the downtown urban area and if Ontario and this City and 
Region want to do a text book model of how to avoid the Chicago elevated, 
that's the place where you can really demonstrate it and do it exceedingly 
well, I would say it's unfortunate that York Blvd, wasn't planned like a 
Champs Elysees because it would have been much easier to do that route. 
The question of an additional Hamilton station, I think is important, as 
part of the underlying capacity to serve commuters, I would suggest that 
one possibility that might be looked at in the hybrid variations, and that 
is if necessity drives us to that and we still need that station and we can 
do it in the landfill area, have a look at coming down the west side of 
Cootes Paradise, putting the station there then sliding through the isthmus 
in a tunnel and coming out on the CN route if you have to go that way. In 
other words, there are some variations, which might be looked at by 
checking all of the possible alternatives, I think that it doesn't necess- 
arily follow that the system has inflexibility if we don't get the 403/ 
Macklin station. It's a matter of seconds really getting to a Waterdown 
terminal station and I don't necessarily believe that you have to drag those 
people into downtown Hamilton in order to serve their needs to get to 
Toronto, but it is important the other way round, to get people from Bur- 
lington into downtown, I would simply add to that, the declared positive 
advantages of the CN Ferguson route - it is cost competitive, could be 
implemented with a reasonable environmental cost and could be a text-book 
example, it can be done quite readily if we look again at the perimeter 
road, It doesn't need, as far as I can see walking it, to take out any 
houses at all. Most of the route is already there and in public hands and 
travel service is very good for in-bound riders is very good for those 
wishing to access the system by local transit. As to the expansion East, 
what is wrong with building a third rail on Ferguson Avenue or the capacity 
for it, since that system may eventually have to go down to somewhere like 
Fort Erie. It's worth thinking about if we are looking at 2020. I 
certainly would say in conclusion, that I don't think we should be really 
looking a gifthorse in the mouth, When I look at the cost of 160 million 
being contributed by residents of Thunder Bay, Ottawa, Windsor and Kingston, 
to dear old Hamilton which has a population far less than half a million, I 
think we are being well served by a Province that is trying to meet a need, 
Our job, I think, is to get a consensus of what we really want that is 
practical and feasible and make sure that our Councils’ make it work and 
get the Province to do that job. Thank you so much. 
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Ted McMeekin 


Thank you sir. 


Is Howard Levine here? Mr. Levine is a transportation planner and has also 
been asked to give an initial assessment so if you are wondering why ees 
going a little longer than the five minutes we have asked Mr, Levine and 
Mr. Pearson to do some extra sharing with us. 


Howard Levine 


First of all, two preliminary things. Eric Cunningham, I'm attempting to 
represent this afternoon, expresses his regrets that he is unable to attend 
due to a prior commitment which was determined some time ago. Secondly, I 
would like to make a point in spite of the slide that was shown previously 
about the public participation, I believe that this is the first public 
meeting held on this issue whereby people, the average individual can come 
in off the street and let their viewpoints be known, Ask questions, All the 


other previous meetings have been special interest meetings, special interest 


groups and open house meetings and public participation by invitation. 
That's hardly public participation and I think it's ironic in some degree 
that an agency that is not involved in designing this facility is sponsoring 
this meeting, the Social Planning and Research Council, it should have been 
the GO-ALRT team itself. I don't see why it has to be another agency that 
has taken upon itself to set forth a public meeting. There should have 
been an open public meeting a long time ago, This thing was announced in 
October, '82, and it's taken a year and a half to have a public meeting, a 
real public meeting. I think that's shocking. I want to make several 
points, First of all, just a brief lesson in public transit planning. 
First of all there is a hierarchy of rail transit facilities that's been 
known in the transit planning field for some time, There's basically three 
areas of rail transit - there's long distance intercity services such as 
provided by Via Amtrac, there's commuter interegional systems such as Go 
Transit and a lot of the European cities that have S Bond. systems; then 
there's a third one - inter-urban or urban mass transit, such as the T.T.C. 
subway. These are three areas of rail transit; they are quite distinct; 
they serve three different markets; there's varying speeds relating to 
their operations; there's distances of station spacing; there's a frequency 
of operation 
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Howard Levine 


The GO-ALRT thing, its a hodgepodge of different operations. They're 
trying to combine several operations in one, and 1 think the end result 
instead of satisfying one demand, they're going to satisfy no demand. 
It's not going to be a high speed commuter system. It's going to be a 
slow speed commuter system because of all the station spacings. It's 
not going to be frequent enough to serve a local service. They're 
trying to combine too many things in one operation. 


Also relating to the hierarchy of rail transit planning, there's the 

aspect of passenger vehicles: in terms of configuration of the seating, 

the ratio capacity of passengers standing, the flow through vehicles, 

all these things are critical to the actual operation of the facility. 

I put forward that there's been very little thought given to that whatsoever. 
As I said the GO-ALRT thing is just a melange, its just a hodgepodge of 
various aspects of UTDC transit methodology. They've just lumped it 
altozether and formed this new system. I think the operatine parameters 

as such have not been properly or accurately defined. It’s trying to 
achieve various roles, and it'll end up accomplishing none. 


I wanted to talk about Positive Planning vs Political Expediency. Now 

that I want to talk about UTDC,that's political expediency. I think the 

Urban Transport ation Development Corporation is strictly speaking an out- 
of-central provincial parasite. It’: makes Ontario Hydro look like small 
potatoes, I think, in the end result. I think what we have here is GO-ALRT 
planning , and whet we had two years ago with ICTS in Hamilton, and what we 

have in Scarborough, Vancouver, Detroit, all these things , various planning 

is based strictly on the order books of the Urban Transportation Develop- 

ment. Corporation. An example of the wishy-washiness of the UTDC is that 

the vehicle itself, if you look at the vehicle that's proposed for GO-ALRT 

it's constantly changing. There seems to be a different incarnation each 
month. Originally, when it was proposed in October 1983, it was an articulated 
3 section vehicle. Then it became a larger single unit. Now its married pairs. 
They don't know what it is. There's flexible axles, there's not flexible 
axles. There's rotary motors, and maybe there's not going to be rotary 
motors. And yet here they are spending hundreds of millions of dollars 

doing route planning and they don't have a vehicle that exists. This 

vehicle does not exist. 


There has been no tendering whatsoever, which I find shocking. We don't 
know if we're going to get the best vehicle or the test system. 


Another aspect that I'd like to bring up is: does the UTDC really support 
Canadian industry? Despite Mr. Campbell's skirting around the issue this 
morning, I just want to talk about the vehicles themselves which are in 
spite of what he said the bulk of the cost is basically for the vehicles. 
In the long term anyways. An example of the UTDC's commitment to the 
Canadian industry is shown in Toronto, with the Toronto Transit Commission 
being forced to purchase fifty-two articulated light rail vehicles, a 
conventional type vehicle. And it was brought out by the chief general 
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maneger of the TTC, under questioning at Metro Toronto Council, that 65% 
of that vehicle is being imported from the United States. This is by a 
corporation thats supposed to be starting a growth industry in Canada. For 
example the brakes are not Canadian, yet WAECO in Stoney Creek is quite 
capable of producing brakes. Even the trucks, the base of the vehicles 

are being imported. Yet one of the most respected truck producers in the 
world is right here in Hamilton, Dofasco. People come from all over the 
world to Dofasco to buy trucks. Yet this government corporation, is 
spending money outside the province to purchase things that could be 
purchased right here. So this commitment to Canadian content is certainly 


not present. 


Again the proposed system itself, the vehicles do not exist. No one has 
ever seen them. There's been no testing of them. Nobody knows if this 
automatic control system will in fact work. It's never been used in 

actual operation and yet a lot of planning, and an awful lot of money 

has been spent, time, etc. in devising a system that doesn't in fact exist. 
It's untested and untried. 


It was one and a half years ago that the announcement was madé and we still 
don't have the vehicle. I think that puts forward suspicion on the entire 
exercises. I put forward also that the demand for the facility, the 
system itself, hasn't been 100% determined. They can do studies, 
simulations, etc. , but I don't think a real demand study has ever been 
accomplished. Instead, as in 2 years ago with the Hamilton ICTS, we're 
playing "choose the route” game. It assumes a lot of things. It assumes 
that there's a valid need for the operation itself. But in fact it really 
clouds the issue, whether we do really need an operation. We give people 
a little crayon and tell them do you want route x, y, or z? And that'll 
keep their little minds off the fact whether we really need the operation 
in the first place. 


And finally the point I want to make is that, here we have hundreds of 
millions of dollars being proposed for spending, yet we have to look at 
the good old HSR in Hamilton. It's in a very sad state, the funding is 
being cut. Capital funding's being cut, operations funding's being cut, 
there's been foolish ill conceived plans to cut out the electric operation 
in the future, there's Canada Coach, its subsiduary has been forced to cut 
back some of the routes. There'll probably be more cutbacks in the future, 
yet the government, the province of Ontario has millions of dollars, 
hundreds of millions of dollars to spend on a luxury operation while at 
the same time ignoring the bread and butter of transit in this community, 
which the local Hamilton Street Railway which is severely underfunded. 
There's not enough political commitment to make that system really work. 
So I think that the priorities are all screwed up. And that's about all 
I'd like to say at':this time. 


Thank you. 
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(Moderator ) 


Thank you. I'd just like to explain by way of apology perhaps, I didn't 
know that (Howard) was representing Eric Cunninghainn. Perhaps (Howard) 
you'd give Eric our regards. 


Is Mike McHenry here please. 


Mike McHenry 


Thank you. I wanted to address the people here today, on a matter of 

great importance to a significant percentage of the population, and what 
will in the future be an even more significant proportion in terms of 
numbers, since a greater percentage of our population is getting: older. 

A larger and larger percentage of the entire population, men and women, is 
becoming elderly. Often as people grow older, and young people like myself 
who have disabilities, often there are obstacles which confront us, keeping 
us from integrating into the mainstream of society. A lot of that has to 
do with technical barriers and one of my concerns in coming here today, the 
ones I want to raise and put before all of you is the issue of whether or 
not the GO~ALRT system will improve transporation for people in wheel- 
chairs. People who cannot get out of their wheelchairs to walk up a bus, 
perhaps could’ board more easily the GO-ALRT train. I hope this is going 

to be the case and I certainly hope that disabled people will be consulted 
in the process of integrating us into the rest of society both socially 

and more importantly, economically. What we need are not handouts, of 
course we'll be paying the sane fare as anyone else if this thing goes 
through, but we need to be integrated economically and socially. 


WE need jobs. That means we have to be able as disabled people, as 
mobility impaired people, and indeed all of you as TABS, or Temporarily 
Able-Bodied persons. You might consider yourself to be in that position 
someday. So I think the idea that was raised this morning that the station 
had to be made accessible right from the outset. The design had to be 
considered right away for disabled people, not only people who are in wheel- 
chairs who are significantly mobility impaired but older people who might 
have trouble gettin saround due to arthritis or due to some other physical 
limitation. The transfer at Oakville really worries me. I hope that the 
government will commit itself in principle to making this possible and 
feasible for disabled people to get on and off the trains at Oakville, 

and hopefully have something waiting there. Perhaps integrate the GO-ALRT 
with the Wheel-Trans systems in Toronto. 


We're talking financial commitment here. We're talking in terms of money, 

and good common sense. And I think that it would only make common sense 

to the rest of you, were you disabled, or were you to become disabled, to 

look in terms of the economy, to look in terms of handicapped consumers 

as being integrated into the economic structure of the Toronto Central region, 
the Hamilton-Wentworth Region, the Oshawa region. - its going to be really 
important in the future for disabled people to get out more and more and 

if the Province wants to sell the GO-ALRT to people, I would suggest to 

the Province that one really good way to do it would be to make sure it 

is going to improve things for disabled people and people with any mobility 


impairment. 
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So I want to stress again the importance of not getting handouts, the 
importance of the fact that we're going to be paying a fare like anyone 
else, and the importance of solid economic commitment on the part of the 
government in making stations and making the trains themselves physically 


accessible. 


There are a lot of different things we can do. For example, the phones 
will have to be accessible to people who wear hearing aids, like myself. 

I got two of them on right now, and I think there are some phones that are 
not accessible, that are being manufactured now. It must be made sure, 
and made 2 hallmark of this system that phones are hearing aid accessible, 
have volume controls on them, that the needs of mobility impaired people 
are taken into account. Perhaps blind people would like braille on the 
buttons of eléevator doors. As long as handicapped people are consulted 
in the process. I think it will be possible someday, that we don't have 
to relate to the world as disabled people anymore. 


I solicit your support, everyone's support here, able bodied or not. I 
look forward to getting some sort of government commitment to make it 
totally accessible to every disabled person who wants to travel from 
Hamilton to Toronto and beyond. 


Howard Mark — LACAC - Local Architectural Conservation Advisory Committee 


We've been very actively involved in this GO-ALRT system proposals, and 
I'll just review some information we have dealt with. On January 31, 1981 
we passed a motion. LACAC's position be distributed to interested parties 
was the closing line "Hamilton LACAC is deeply concerned that the GO-ALRT 
route and terminal chosen for the City will provide maximum benefit to 
Hamilton as a Regional Centre." 


We had a meeting on Friday, and it was brought before us again, that we in 
terms of documentation have received no information that this system is 
really needed. So in fairness to the committee we could only approach it 
on the basis that all things being equal if the system is needed, here 

is our approach to it, but at the present time I think our committee has 
to be firmly convinced. Nothing has been offered in terms of a written 
report or documentation. There was some discussion this morning the need 
for it, that there is some monitoring of traffic on the QEW and that in 
the future, this system, like motherhood, will be needed. 


On Jamuary 31 we also passed another motion "That LACAC support the 
request for the Architectural Conservancy of Ontario to Giffels for an 
open public forum to give concerned citizen groups the opportunity to 
present briefs to elected representatives. We are today. 


I have a criticism at this point in time, that the deadline for submissions 
to Regional Council is Monday, March 26. We have a time constraint problem. 
Any person wishing to make a comment to our Regional Government has 
tomorrow to prepare those comments. I strongly criticize this very very 
short time framing. 


ee eee 
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I would like to request of our Regional Councillors that an extension be 
given for public s::’missions. (applause) 


On January 10, in that LACAC's mandate is a conservation of significant 
sites. The committee has determined that the York Blvd. routes proposed 
for the GO-ALRT system, are totally unacceptable. The only acceptable 
route is the CN route around the west end of Hamilton Harbour with an 
extension up Ferguson Ave. , is considered advantageous. 


Our committee when reviewing this, referred back to the information study 
presented to us. The TH&B station option, cost 270 million dollars. Now 
that was the primary reason our committee was not able to support that 
particular option, because we know that if the system is going to be work~ 
able that the most expensive system is not going to be considered at all. 


Now we perhaps should have asked for more information as to the 270 million 
dollars. And that if the 170 million dollar difference that we are now 
faced with, if we could find that money somewhere in the provincial coffers, 
would the system still be viable. I'm sure that if our committee were 
convinced that it was available we would have no problem considering the 
TH&B option. 


I'm going to read the summary and conclusion of a report that was prepared 
for our committee by our very capable resource person Nina Chappel. 


It's titled "Recommendations re: the Proposed Routes for the GO-ALRT 
Extension into Hamilton - Heritage Features" ~ summary: That the proposed 
GO-ALRT route into Hamilton: 


1) cause a minimum of destruction to the urban conditions; 
2) make use of the established transportation corridors; 


3) avoid encroaching (physically or visually) on the sienificant 
scenic features of the Hamilton setting; 


4) respect existing public policy re: the protection of the 
City's natural and historical cultural resources. 


Conclusion: 


In view of the four above recommendations supporting the retention of 
Hamilton's urban fabric, established transportation corridors, scenic 
features and public policy; it is recommended that the routes into the 

City that best fulfill these criteria, are either the CNR lines or the 

TH&SB lines. Determining the location of the terminal is a complex matter, 
further complicated by the fact that some relevant issues have not yet been 
resolved, such as the future site of the bus terminal. In terms of station 
locaticn it is recommended the three city landmarks associated with transport- 
ation, namely the CN station, the TH&B station, and perhaps the Custom House, 
be investigated as to their suitablility for their use as GO-ALRT stations. 
It is determined that the GO-ALRT station be located closer to the Central 
Business District, then it is recommended that the route should use 

Ferguson Ave. as the North-South Corridor, 
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The exact location and final design of the GO-ALRT station should he 
compatible and sympathetic to its surroundings, and should not detract 
from the city's notable landmarks or the significant heritage districts 
such as the commercial areas along James St. North or King Street East.” 


Now if all of this could be made available to us on a sub-surface condition 
then we wouldn't have any problems accepting the situation. 


We have had some discussion this morning that the subway system is not the 
route to go in the future in terms of its cost. and we do recognize that 
there is a tremendous amount of cost involved, but I would like at this 
point to, on a personal basis, perhaps open up some thinking on the TH&B 
line because the amount of underground tunnelling that may be necessary 
for that particular route is not that long. 


That's all my remarks for today. 
Dick Capling 
Now we'll stop for questions to speakers. 


Question 


In regards to the Wilson Street station, I think you're forgetting one 
specific issue, what is going to happen to the Dr. Davies Public School? 


Howard Mark 


As far as LACAC is concerned we have not formulated any firm station 
location. We indicated in our statement that we would like to use the 
CNR station or the TH&B terminal. We do recognize there is a potential 
need for a station located somewhere else within the Central Business 
District, but we are not convinced of this transportation service being 
the total catalyst for development. Reference was made to a tremendous 
increase in development with the subway system in Toronto. But we're 
not dealing with a system of that nature here. I'm firmly convinced 
the effects of this in Hamilton are not going to be that great. 


As far es the school is concerned at this time we can't say we're supporting 
a Wilson Street terminal. 


Question 


In regards to the Wilson Street terminal, I have a solution. Mo Carter 
wants to sell his business, let the province buy out his business and 
Mo can move somewhere else, That would solve the problem. 


Question - for Howard Levine 


I understand as you suggest that this GO-ALRT is a hodgepodge of several 
systems. My question is whether or not Howard feels there's going to be 
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a bottleneck situation created at Oakville if we have trains leaving 
Hamilton every six minutes as they're projecting, and yet, they've 
already told us the heavy portions that CN run can't possibly handle 
that kind of capacity and so will have all kinds of people ending up at 
Oakville? And if in fact the CN are as uncooperative as they are, and 
if we are constantly in danger of having them kick us out, are we in 
any danger of having GO-ALRT to Oakville, and then we board a bus? 


Howard Levine 


I think there's a very good chance the lakeshore operation, the operation 
from Oakville to Pickering may never be built. I think what the government 
is doing very foolishly is building the extensions before they really 

know what is happening in the centre part. They say the thing is going 

to be built but its only now they've started to study the main part 

of the system. 


I think that's doing the thing basically ass~-backwards. 


The other point was made that we're going to be feeding a heavy rail 
system, 2 commuter system that between Oakville and Pickering, I must 

say is a very well run operation in terms of commuter system. The 
vehicles that are being used for it are the best in the world. The 
double deckers were designed and conceived for that specific purpose. 

The point here is that there was a demand for this type of vehicle and 
the vehicle was put forward accordingly. Unfortunately in this situation 
its doing it the other way around. 


The only solution to the whole GO system is to use the existing technology 
thats been devised, and just expand on that. Bring the existing system 
into Hamilton. This idea that we cannot negotiate with the railways 
anymore I think is nonsense. I think pressure should be put on the 

senior levels of government. The federal government is supposed to have 
control over the federal railways. Pressure should be put on CN and CP 

as there's a need to use their railways. 


Question - for Mr. Pearson 


Regarding station citing, which you say should have a downtown location. 
Is that proposal based on the same principles as were used for planning 
twenty-five years ago, for we can see now that those principles of 
planning are the cause of some of today’s problems? 


Norman Pearson 


A fair question. Twenty-five years ago I was arguing for Gore Park 
improvements, transit mall, a downtown subway station and a whole lot 

of other things which are slowly starting to emerge. I had at that point 
a role as a regional planner which at that time was a very suspect process. 
I did not think the north end needed urban renewal. Secondly, a problem 

I saw has happened, downtown has moved its focus west of its old focus of 
James and John. There is a problem in downtown and it starts at about 
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new Official Plan went into place which is about a year and a half to 
two years ago. I would say that the advice in the Official Plan is 
correct that we do need to get the station into downtown, and that the 
station should be as far east as we can get it. If the station just 
plugs in to the Jackson Square it's goodbye to the north and east of 
the downtown area and Hamilton will have a major urban renewal problem 
very very quickly. 


Ted McMeekin 


It was Bobby Kennedy who once said good judgment is based on experience 
and experience invariably on bad judgement. I think that's what you're 
talking about. 


Councillor Tom Murray was recognized, as was Regional Chairman Anne 
Jones, for their attendance at the session. Mr. Stan French, representing 
NO-ALRT is our next speaker. 


Mr. French 


NO-ALRT on York Street is generally in favour of a well designed, well 
executed, rapid transit link from here through to Oshawa. We are absolutely 
opposed to bringing it down York St. 


We are going to present our friends at GO-ALRT a copy of our brief which 
is going to Council on Thursday and which, not only points out the reasons 
why we object, and most of them have been aired today, but points out what 
we think are most of the evils. We tend to think that its the CN option 
as well. I would like to make a point. In the earlier presentations 

I heard that we didn't really need or could go without a terminal in 

Kay Drage Park. That happens to be part of our presentation as well. 
We're suggesting, if that can't be worked in, and it probably can't. 

then Waterdown offers a very nice little departure station as well. 


I suppose the difference in driving time is anywhere from two to three 
minutes. So that is probably worth considering. 


I wondered for a moment if it seems appropriate that we're getting this 
proposal in 1984, But we hope we can bring some reason into this. I'll 
tell you one thing ladies and gentlemen of the Hamilton area, and of 
the province we are not going to sit idly by and see anymore of a mess 
made than we can possibly help. 


Alice Lupton of the North End Neighbourhood Association 


I appreciate this opportunity to speak on behalf of many residents of 
the north end who would be adversely affected if the GO-Transit route 
goes along Strachan St., the CNR, and up Ferguson Ave. 
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I'm leaving a lot of material out because it already has been done and 

done very well indeed. If this transit system is considered a necessity 
and many people believe it is a waste of taxpayers money, then it's impact 
on the lives of our citizens must be most seriously considered and 
examined. Even now more study is required. On examining material supplied 
by the Government of Ontario we find that while Hamilton is considered 

to be critical to the operation of the entire west section, the Technical 
Advisory Committee has advised that the Ferguson Route is undesirable 

and should not be pursued further. 


About the vital concerns of the north end neighbourhood if the GO-ALRT 
were taken along the CNR construction would require removal of the Bay 
Street, MacNab Street, James Street, and John Street bridges which later 
would be reconstructed and lengthened. The Mary Street bridge would be 
removed permanently taking away one of our major arteries closing access 
to the food and drug stores and the Barton Street bus line. The suggestion 
of a foot bridge over Mary Street is not the answer to transportation 
problems with the disruption of fire,police and other emergency services 
causing further isolation of the residents of the area. I'd like to 
note before leaving the bridges that we have already lost the Catherine 
Street and Hughson Street bridges, and the Ferry Street bridge which 
carried us over to Victoria Ave. needed repairs so was removed. 


We have been told that if the perimeter road goes through later, we 
will also lose the MacNab Street bridge permanently. That is isolation. 
If the Ferguson route were chosen against the advise of experts it would 
have an impact almost indescribable on the north end neighbourhood, 
which was almost destroyed during the urban renewal program. Many homes 
and businesses were torn down with the result the north end for years 
looked like it had been blitzed. 


Now our neighbourhood is recovering nicely. Many new homes are being 
built or upgraded. Now we find groups of people and hired advisors I 
might add, many of whom are not completely altruistic saying send the 
GO-ALRT down to the north end. We say no and no! 


Homes along Strachan Street and businesses along Wilson Street would be 
expropriated.if the perimeter road also went along, as they said fifty 
homes would be removed. Once again it would cause a great deal of 
suffering on the part of homeowners. 


Dr. Davies School is situated on Ferguson at Wilson, and when West 

Ave. School is closed in 1985, many of these children will sttend Dr. 

Davies school. GO-ALART would go up Ferguson Ave. with three tracks, 

not the single spur line which is presently there which the city 

previously tried to have removed. Our Board of Education has come out 
strongly against this route. Our own School Trustees, Dr. Paikin and 
Lillian Vine of Ward 2, Sandi Bell and Bert Allan of Ward 3, support 

us in our objections. The loss of Beasley Park also, is not an insignificant 


event in this district. 
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Although information has been available for a long time, we find in 
our area that many of our ethnic people, Italian and Portuguese, who 
are a great asset to our district have been unaware of the plans which 
could affect their homes. And we see this as a great failure in 
communication by our government. 


That's all, thank you. 


Mr. Karl Kippen - Representing the Architectural Conservancy of Ontario 


Before all and above all, we at the A.C.0O. want to stress that we are 
convinced that Hamilton needs the best possible connection that we can 
afford with Toronto. We believe that it is to our advantage that the 
people can be moved back and forth, speedily, comfortably, safely and 
economically. We want to stress affordability. What we want to gain 
must be measured against what we're going to lose. Not only in money 
but what may be loosely named under the heading quality of life or 
quality of the environment. Most of us then recognize the need. We 
don't question the why, however we now all agree on the what, the how, 
and the where? We for instance have not been convinced so far by any 
presentation made to date that the proposed GO-ALRT system is the answer 
to our perceived needs. We have not been convinced that the existing 
modes of transportation cannot be improved that they will satisfy our 
needs. We have not heard any convincing arguments that favour one system 
against another, We would like to hear why improved bus service is 
absolutely out of the question. What are the poor economics? What 

are the bad logistics? Why has improvement of existing rail been 
rejected? Why has rebuilding been ruled out? So far we've only been 
listening to presentations that discuss the UTDC system as an accomplished 
fact. The only choices that were still open we're choices of actual 
routes, Even that seems to have been decided. Someone has decided it 
will be up our York Street. However, the choice of the route may still 
be open. We believe that where ever the GO-ALRT will go it will be a 
rude intrusion into the existing fabric of our City, as we have come to 
know it. It is true that some routes are less bad than others, but 

all of them share the common factor that we will lose more than we will 
gain, Wherever it goes its impact will be similar to the destruction 
that the Clairmont Access has caused, which cuts through the face of the 
escarpment. 


Another one is the Hwy 403. All those proposals a few years ago before 
they were built were also thin red lines on the map, just as thin as there. 
Maybe its significant to note that they have been mentioned in a amber 
colour, which probably means they'd be ready to stop the GO-ALRT. The 

red GO-ALRT probably means stop it altogether. 


Some fifty years ago old York Street was renewed. It's junky clutter, 

but interestly intimate scale was replaced by a grander design. It 

still would have taken several years before Hamilton would accept that 
again as an organic part of itself. Now the GO~ALRT system goes there. 
How much longer will it take before any acceptable environment will emerge 
from that. Wherever the train goes it will have that kind of raw impact. 
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Yes we do require a link with Toronto. We require the best possible link. 
We require a link that is nestled into the existing fabric of Hamilton 
without damaging it. Hamiltom must gain. Hamilton must be the winner, 
not the system. Hamilton was here first and it has been built by 

many generations. Nothing should be rammed up its York Street or up 
its any street. Nothing should be built which destroys the best, the 
most picturesque aspect which is its entrance along York Blvd. Nothing 
should be built which is not in sympathy with that environment, with 
our parks, our streets and our buildings. Whatever the travelling 
stranger along the Skyway Bridge may think of smelly Hamilton, we know 
that Hamilton has many aspects which makes it beautiful to us. What 
city has such a grand entrance as Hamilton has along York Blvd.? Does 
Toronto? Does Montreal? No. Anything that is not built in sympathy 
with that is suspect and deserves to be rejected. Together with the 
planners and with the originators of that idea. 


What are the options? This is what we want to know. The question 

should not be where can we build the UTDC. But it is, what does Hamilton 
need? t is the only valid question. The answer to that is going to 
produce more options, more choices than the UTDC GO-ALRT system. Then 

if all the options have been considered we can make a value trade-off 

and decide what's best for Hamilton and for the Toronto-Hamilton link. 
Only then will the image that the province is creating for itself as a 
smart peddler of UTDC disappear. Only then can we sit down and contribute 
to such meetings with meaningful, helpful suggestions. 


Mr. Robert Allan - Concerned Citizen and Resident 


It is disappointing to me to watch the reaction to the GO-ALRT project 
as it needlessly divides Hamiltonians into various special interest 
groups. Business looking for stimulus, politicians looking for ways to 
project a modern progressive image, the UTDC looking for a test track to 
demonstrate unproven technology, city historical boards and groups 
looking for sympathetic and unobtrusive design, loosely knit citizen and 
volunteers looking at a variety of issues, and taxpayers looking at 

the cost. 


Amidst this jungle of views, I was pleased to read a column by Wayne 
McPhail in the Spectator on Februrary 25, in which he at least exposed 
the real issue, his analogy of an ostrich was very appropriate since 
no-one with exception of the COST group is addressing the principle 
issue. That is the needs of transit riders. In fact other peripheral 
issues are being debated and solutions proposed at the expense of 
transit riders. 


The basic issue is transit and all other issues need to be taken into 
account are secondary. From a transit viewpoint all of the proposed 
routes were a disaster since they all sacrifice the interest of transit 
riders for fast convenient, economic and reliable service for less 


appropriate concerns. 
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If this foolishness is allowed to continue the result will be that transit 
riders will remove themselves from the transit market altogether by 
relocating closer to their destination or they will need to be forced 

back into their cars or other modes of convenient transit. The rest 

will have to suffer as their quality of life is reduced through inconvenient 
transit service. Once must recognize after all that a system such as GO- 
ALRT costing hundreds of millions of dollars, once built will become 

a permanent fixture in our urban landscape rigid and inflexible it can 

not adapt to changing transit needs however well intentioned the systems 
operators or politicians may be. They'll be stuck with it. 


All current prcposals call for building a new set of light rail tracks 
complete with overhead wiring from Oakville to Hamilton. This scheme 
requires that transit riders going in either direction transfer from 
light to heavy rail at Oakville. If the transit rider is to be served, 
and if we must have rail would it not be infinitely better to 

simply extend the existing heavy rail without the extra cost of overhead 
wiring and high risk of new technology into Hamilton so that the rider 
could enjoy a convenient direct uninterrupted trip. 


This solution would not solve all our problems, because since the James 
St. North train station would be the likely terminus, provision of a 
special local bus connection down James St. to Main and back up John 

to the CN station kind of a loop, would be required. Such a service 
might be run by GO or the HSR or even the very merchants that desire 

so badly to deliver potential customers to their doorsteps. 


And now for transit users I would like to propose a constructive feasible 
better way. The following solution is designed to give reliable, low cost, 
convenient, flexible, fast and efficient transit service in to Toronto- 
Hamilton corridor. It features a dedicated priority alignment costing 
less than twenty thousand dollars, and taking less than one month to 
implement, and requiring about 1,000 man hrs/year to operate, There 

would be absolutely no risk of failure, due to technology or the elements 
since it has proven itself in Montreal and Ottawa, cities with a climate 
more severe than our own. The proposal is to run the existing excellent 
GO-Bus service on the other side of the Queen Elizabeth median strip 

in an exclusive priority lane without speed limit. In the morning rush 
hour an unused westbound lane is suitably partitioned from the rest or 
westbound lane with temporary barriers which are removed after the rush 
hour. The resulting dependable thirty-five minute direct service would 
not only serve the needs of existing commuters but with lower housing 
costs in Hamilton, promote a migration of residents from Toronto to 
Hamilton along with the accompanying economic benefit to the Hamilton 
area. 


What would the impact of this proposal be? On the plus side we have 
improved transit service. It would be more rapid, it would be without 
speed limit, it would be efficient reliable and flexible, very low risk 

as to reliability by riders, taxpayers and the community. It ends the 
rivalry and lobbying over station location which is dividing our community. 
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It preserves the historical and desirable elements of our urban landscape, 
i.e. no intrusion on Dundurn Castle, Beasley Park, schools, north end, 
west end residents, or any business along any route. It promotes 
residential relocation from Toronto to Hamilton, an official regional 


policy, due to the lower housing costs here and what would then be a 
fast reliable link. 


What do we have on the cons of this proposal? What are the problems with 
it? Right at the top, I guess, is no opportunity for UTDC to demonstrate 
their technology. Two, there is no economic stimulus at the station 
which is probably a spurious argument anyhow. We have no evidence that 

a transportation station would attract any new development over and 

above what it displaces. What development occurred around the TH&B 
station, or the CNR station for that matter? Wastelands. Or the bus 
terminal? Even if you wish to buy that argument it would apply equally 
to the relocation of the existing bus station, a project that was 

already underway prior to GO-ALRT but has been subsequently put on hold 
pending the GO-ALRT resolution. 


If say 150 million dollars were to be spent on one of the GO-ALRT proposals 
at least some of that money would be spent locally providing a temporary 
local stimulus during construction. And although that stimulus would be 
very visible, we'd see it. My proposal would save us the cost of 

that expenditure, the 150 million dollars, and provide the lasting long 
term benefit and stimulus of increased population with its demand and 
consumption. That is people migrating from Toronto to Hamilton, because 

of Low costs here. The GO~-ALRT proposal despite the immediately visible 
stimulus would tend to deplete our existing population as commuters 

would relocate closer to their destinations in the Toronto area, 


GO-ALRT is driverless. Buses have drivers.GO would lose the opportunity 
in my proposal for a labour cost reduction as the GO-ALRT replaces GO 
buses. However, we have not been told what additional labour costs 
would be involved in operating the GO-ALRT system, if any. They are 
probably substantial including station attendants ,cleaning staff and 
especially, specially trained maintenance workers. 


Isn't it time for transit riders to be heard, for regardless of city or 
regional disapproval Mr. Snow may still force his GO-ALRT upon us. We 
must remove our heads from the sand and tell politicians at all levels 
that this project is about transit. This solution, firstly and fore- 
mostly must serve the needs of transit riders. 


Thank you. 


Q. 


Heinz 
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As a person who wis born and raised in the North End, I can see 
the concerns of Mrs. Lupton and I agree that whatever way we have 
trains come in and whatever mode of transportation, these things 
have to be taken into consideration; displacement of people, safety 
of children and elderly citizens that are in that area. We have 
got to have a eomprehensive study dene before the plan is finally 
implemented, or should I say shoved dow our throats. In regards to 
the remarks that Mr. Allen made, when are we going to get a designated 
spot for a bus terminal? I believe you said it was five years, 
they've been pussyfooting around, They tore down the homes there on 
Wilson St. they thought the bus terminal was going to enlarge and 
nothing's being done. 


Sckhweinbenz: 

The bus terminal was in its final stages and I wea party to the recom- 
mendations of where it should be, when it should be built. We made 

a presentation to the Board of Directcre of Go-Transit about two 

weeks before GO-ALRT was announced. GC-Transit and our Regional 
Council agreed to table the issue of where the Hamilton Bus Station 
should go until the issue of GO-ALRT is resolved. I'd also add that 
wherever the downtown station for GO-ALRT is, should also be the 
location for the bus terminal. 


I have a question for the Architectural Conservancy group. He 
correctly pointed out that those red lines are slaughtering the down- 
town and the escarpment and nobody mentions the future extensions to 
Stoney Creek. 


How does he see the extension to Stoney Creek, the doubling, tripling 
or four or five times that red line through the city - in other words 
the damage done to the city if we extend through the downtown into 
Stoney Greek? Incidentally, on the map you can go from Stoney Creek 
much more quickly to Toronto, through the Skyway. 


Karl Kippers answering: 


What we have now is a throughway pushed through York St. We used to 
have a very dense street with heavy traffic and now we have a through 
street with heavy traffic. What heppened in the process is the roadway 
divided and the neighbourhoods are now exposed. The damage that the 
new construction forces upon the city is that the city has to re-adjust 
itself to the new commodity such as a road, or a station. So as it 
goes through you are going to knock down houses. As you knock down 
houses you expose the backside of other houses, beeause before these 
buildings were facing the street and formed a wall along the street. 

If houses are taken dow then you are looking into the private environ: 
ment of people like those along York St. Sono matter how it is 
extended you are going to see these raw edges, And it takes a lmg 
time before the city readjusts and faces the new structure again. It 
takes fifteen or twenty years, if it happens at all. 
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Return to Présentations: 


Mr. Davod Scott from Wesley Urban Ministries. He is not présent at 
the moment. 


Mr, Leitersdorf, a concerned citizen 


There's one aspect with which I disagree which was mentioned today and 
also in the press, "Don't look a gifthorse in the mouth", Because 
fiscal responsibility is what we need and haven't got from the federal, 
or to a certain extent, from the provincial government, is to a 
considerable part the reason for our economic problems. There is this 
beautiful assumption that the moment you build a station downtown, the 
downtown will flourish. That isn't true. Why? Because an over- 
whelming majority of people who work in Hamilton and ever will work in 
Hamilton, do not come from Burlington or Oakville. The overwhelming 
number of people who come to Hemilton to do business do not come from 
Oakville or Burlington. They come from the Niagara peninsula, Haldi- 
mand Norfolk, Brantford, they come from anywhere. Therefore, this 
railway, while I'm for it, does not serve the dowtown area in 
particular. That is a myth. 


Now let's look at the costs. If you look at the difference between 

for instance the CN station cost at 90 million dollars and the York St. 
station at 160 million dollars, there's a difference of seventy-million 
dollars. Now, today with high interest rates, you've got to calculate 
at least 15% annual capital cost. Now 15% of seventy million dollars 

jis 10.5 million dollars per year. Now if you allow two dollars capital 
cost per person transported, and the present fare is $2.65 from Hamilton 
to Oakville, you would need over 5 million people extra to justify that 
cost. And it doesn't seem to bother anybody. Nobody cares about 
spending money. 


These are the very important points we've got to consider. We must 
consider the value you get for the money. Whether the Provincial 
Government throws the money away on us or somebody else, its money 
spent and in the long run the deficits are higher, the interest rates 
are higher and we'll have to pay more and more taxes. I want to have 
fiscel responsibility. Now I «gree with one point Mr. Schweinbenz made. 
It is logical that the GO-ALRT station must be near the bus station and 
the two should be considered together. But to argue we should spend 
another 70 million dollars in order to have the station downtown instead 
of the ON station is utter nonsensee You oould have a beautiful 
shuttLe-bus service from the CN station in 3,4, or 5 minutes into 
downtown and back and bring all the people, not only to their place of 
work but to all the buses going in and out of Hamilton. The majority 
of people who_use. this reilway and who ever will use this railway, 

will not be people coming into Hamilton, but going cu to lorenve. 1 
Therefore, there's this argument for the 403 station, because the 
people coming from out of town would have an easier access. But then 
how do we get the people into downtown and where do we put the bus 
terminal. That's all I've got to say. Thank you. 
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Tom Radigan, Concerned Citizen 


I want to congratulate all of you people for staying so long. I've 
only been here since two'o'clock and I find it an exciting thing but 
its tedious. I think its marvellous so many people have shown so much 
concern, There are a few empty seats some people have left. They've 
given their brief and gone, I think its marvellous you people have 
stayed so long, it shows a deep, deep concern. You've told the people 
in the GO-ALRT, the people from the city, the consultants, and you've 
brought up a lot of very interesting points. I know you have changed 
my mind about a considerable number of things and made me aware of 
things that I wasn't aware of before, particularly the Jady from the North 
End because that's where the poor people live. Put the damn thing down 
there and run it up Ferguson Avenue, who cares. But that's the wrong 
attitude, 


I'm in favour of the York St. one and I have an awful lot of good reasons 
why. I must admit some people have brought up some objections to it today 
and I think that they will have to be explained by the people here, 


But if you consider the York St. entrance, its only six blocks on York 
Street entrance, its only six blocks on York St. elevated. Six little 
blocks; well they're not really little, they're long, but they're a very 
short distance and it turns north and goes along behind the library, 

right behind here. I'm on the Library Board and we sit up here and we 
look out and we say now that would look very beautiful coming down there. 
It'll do two things, it'll bring people into Hamilton. They can see our 
beautiful downtown, They'll see the auditorium, the arena that the people 
of Hamilton didn't want. They voted it down for twenty years, but the 
City Council put it in, They weren't afraid to go against the City of 
Hamilton in that case. I don't know why they should be afraid now. We 
have to bring people into the arena or we'll be paying the taxes on it. 
The people who can afford to come live in Burlington, Oakville, they live 
in Waterdown. So remember, they'll also go to the Art Gallery. There's 

a lot of money invested in the Art Gallery and we don't get the attendance 
that we should, They'll go to the Convention Centre. You know, we've got 
to think of the people who will come in to Hamilton and who will make 
Hamilton grow. The other aspect is that brought up by a gentleman about the 
user, The only one here that I heard mention the poor user. We have 
thousands of people that commute back and forth who take their lives in 
their hands every day. I worked with one fellow who retired because he 
was afraid to drive the highways any longer. We have to think of the 
users, We have to think ahead, Its one thing to be concerned about 

today but we have to think of our children. 


Speaking of children, my child, she's seventeen, she says"I think its 
great coming down York St. You know York St. is a modernistic street. 
Its modernistically designed and this GO Train is modernistic. It'll 
fit in beautifully." And 7 think 4€ will, We have to think progressively. 
We have to think for twenty years from now, thirty years from now. We may 
not be here but the kids will be here. It'll bring people into Hamilton 
to live, 
(Crowd begins booing) 
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Ted McMeekin: 


No, No. let him speak, Then if you want to ask Mr. Radigan questions 
you'll have a chance to do that. 


Tom Radigan: 


I see there's only Mary Kiss left and Dr. Allen of the political tribe 
here. The other two I guess got tired and couldn't take it, Aldermea 
Charlton and Murray, and they left. Oh, Charlton's here, my apologies 
Bruce. Nevertheless, I want to ask you two people particularly, 
when this comes up at City Council, to think of the 300-thousand 
people that live in the City of Hamilton, the 100 thousand people that 
live outside of Hamilton, this is who they're going to service, not 
just the people in Ward 2 who have great concerns. And I don't blame 
them for being upset, But think of everyone, not only the people in 
Hamilton West, Dr. Allen, But think of the City as a whole because we 
need the GO-ALRT. 


ted McMeekin: 


Thanks Tom. One last chance for David Scott to put in an appearance, 
No? Okay. 


Dick Capling: 


There were some questions held over from this morning. Our understanding 
was that the Assistant Deputy Minister, Mr. Gerry Johnston, would be 
staying this afternoon to deal with those questions. I'm sorry, I 

guess we have lost him. He had to pick his daughter up who has just been 
released from hospital. 


What we will do as a Social Planning Council then is include those 
questions in our brief which will be presented verbally and in writing 

at the Council meeting on Thursday evening, to make sure that those ques- 
tions do get forwarded and answered. 


Questions of presenters, from the Audience: 


Q. Tom, would you have any objection if we ran the GO-ALRT down Scenic 
Drive instead of down York St? 


Tom Radigan: 


They can run it anywhere they want as long as it serves the people who 
are going to use it. The ome gentleman here from the Architectural 

Society complained about the 403 coming up the Mountain and the Clairmont. 
How the hell would we get back and forth to work without the 403 and the 


Clairmont. 


Barry Zimmerman: 
ESE SP inde scteecaladeatid 


Mr. Radigan is defending a point of view which I've characterized 
previously as marching forward into the 1950's. That is the idea that 
government spending can actually create things in a downtown. People 
fail to realize that there us another vision of York Street and the 
destruction that occurred on York Street - its very pretty if you're 


in a car and on an expressway, its the old argument of that's what 

ravines are for, In point of fact, what has been mentioned previously 
will be, it'll be a long time before York St. comes back into the fabric 
of Hamilton. And I would predict that it'll never come back in. People 
will never be walking on York Street. And so in fact, what you've 

now mentioned is that the arena was twenty years out of date and if we 
don't get this thing in to service, the arena will fail. That's the 
ticket for Hamilton's downtown. Things come in on big government dollars, 
they fail, then something else has to be provided to service them, That'll 
never work. What needs to be done in Hamilton's downtown is to take a 
look, redefine the street level, redefine what's there, the businesses 
that go in, that they not, as Mr, Pearson was saying, that planning has 
now suddenly in the last little while gained insight in these last two 
years. Twenty years ago, they made all these mistakes, suddenly the 
planning process has turned around, I would say that's not true and 

that they're still following the same planning process. What's needed 

in the downtown is that the businessmen rejuvenate. That the business- 
men learn how to compete with the mall that was placed in the under- 
ground. The whole downtown was put underground in a bunker and then after 
the downtown begins to fail something else has to come in to service it. 
So next we hear that transportation suddenly becomes the key to 
rejuvenating the downtown. Now we've heard this for the last couple of 
years, That's impossible. Cities like Toronto moved away from that 

ten years ago. Its amazing to still hear that kind of concept being 
proposed here in Hamilton, There is a different vision for how Hamilton 
can be developed and I think that's one of the things that these little 
forums actually service. The other side does get to express itself. 

And so I also feel that I'm going forward into the year 2000. jf 

really do feel that there is another way of looking at what downtown 
Hamilton can be. 


DE Richard Allen: 


First of all, like many other people, Mr. Chairman, I'd like to express 
my personal appreciation of both the Social Planning and Research Council 
on the one hand, and all the people who came here today to express their 
opinions, I think that it has provided a much richer fare of options and 
ideas, criticisms for all of us to work over. One very strong opinion 

I hope this meeting will carry forward through to the City and Regional 
Councils and that is a message that there does need to be some further 
delay in some of the processes, That is, a deadline for Monday for 
briefs to Council simply isn't adequate, since this is the first forum 

in which people have had an opportunity to test their wits against 

each other to measure the information provided and to begin to formulate 
their opinions with regard to the many, many complicated aspects of 

this particular subject. 


Ted McMeekin: 


Let me just ask, thats been an opinion expressed here two or three times. 
Would there be a consensus on that? Lets have an indication. Okay. 
Anyone opposed to that? We'll certainly send that on as an expression 
of concern then, 


=O 
Dr. Richard Allen: 


The second thing I want to say is that some of the routes are being 
measured against cost and I know that everyone is worried about 
expense, But I happen, as a provincial politician, to have had the 
opportunity to read a two inch thick document on Cntario Provincial 
Government's deficits, and the farthest majority of the economists 
giving opinions to the provincial government were that the deficit 
situation of this government is so j nfintesmally small that nobody 
need worry about it, That in fact most of them said in this time, 
Provincial Government should be using its deficit creatively in order to 
further public works and developments which will spur the economy 
forward. I don't think that any of the scale of difference in the 
options that are available to the entry routes for the Go-ALRT into 
Hamilton need deter us in terms of finances and indeed, I heard GO-ALRT 
people earlier today say that cost was not the first order of consideration 
or criteria, 


Third, let's indulge in a little political realism. I have to do that. 

I have a constituency that has the people on Woodbine Avenue on the one 
hand and thepeople in the north end on the other. And I hear the 

optional routes being scouted in terms of houses demolished as being eleven 
in one case and twelve in the other. So whose votes do I go for? 

But taking the system as a whole, and political realism, it's quite 

clear, the spades are going into the earth at the other end within the 
next few weeks. The option of rejecting the whole system as a whole 
system around the end of the lake is simply no longer there. I mean 

Eric Cunningham's arguments are very good with respect to some aspects 

of the technology but when the system is going into place, I don't really 
see that that's a realistic option and if we take a position at this end 
that we would rather simply reject it and see it end, in fact, in 
Burlington, then what are the realistic consequences for us of that decision. 
I think we have to look in terms of very hard realism at where the stage 
is at, what development is happening, how our decision will in fact, 
impact on our own selves in a very serious way. I think that means taking 
these two things together, that for example - there are some other 
alternatives to some of the routes that need to be looked at in the very 
flexible way that Mr. Pearson put before us earlier. And not the least 

of all is the possibility still of a complete subway entry. 


Ted McMeekin: 


Thank yeu Dr. Allen. Thank you all. I applaud you all for being so 
patient. Dr. Munro, please. 


Dr. Munro: 


I'd like to thank our two moderators for the great job they've done up 
here. But most of all I'd like to thank each one of you for sharing 

your concerns with us, we really appreciate it. I think you can go 
knowing the Public Forum was a success and that we in the Social Planning 
and Research Council will certainly take your concerns forward in exactly 


the form you have given them to us. 
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We will put a summary statement to the Council Monday morning, reflecting 
what five independent recorders thought were the salient points emerging. 
We will then have transcribers going over all the tapes and put forward 

a brief from the Social Planning and Research Council. 


We will also lobby to have Regional Council extend the date as you've 
suggested. 


I'd like to once again say that the Social Planning and Research Council 
was asked by the community to facilitate this Public Forum and its quite 
within our terms of reference. We'd like you to feel free to call on us 
again if you think that we can serve a function with you. We feel it was 
a real pleasure to be able to work with you today. 


Thank you very much, 


APPENDIX I 


PUBLIC FORUM ON GO-ALRT 
Saturday, March 24, 1984 
Sponsored by 


SOCIAL PLANNING AND RESEARCH COUNCIL 
OF HAMILTON AND DISTRICT 


10700: a.m. Opening Remarks Dr. Lily Oddie Munro 
Forum Coordinator 
Introduction of agenda, goals, and plans for follow-up. 
VOSS asins Panel Presentation: Provincial Government Representatives 


Panelists: 


Mr. Gerry H. Johnsow: Assistant Deputy Minister 
Provincial-Municipal 
Transportation 


Ministry of Transportation 
and Communications. 


Mr. Ian Campbell: Executive Director, GO-ALRT 
Program 


Following short opening statements from each, the 
panelists will respond to 11 written questions which 
they received in advance and which are included in 
your package of information. The last 30 minutes 
has been reserved for questions from the audience. 


The purpose of this session is information exchange, 
with regard to Provincial issues related to GO-ALRT. 
12:00 noon Lunch Break 


The sponsor is not providing lunch. 


P00 5pm: Panel Presentation: GO-ALRT, Hamilton Project 
Representatives 


Panelists: 
Mr. Kevin Pask, Project Director, GO-ALRT Program 
Mr. Paul Askie, Project Manager, West Extension, GO-ALRT 


Mr. Roy Bratty, Project Manager, Giffels Associates Ltd. 


Mr. Heinz Schweinbenz, Chairman, Technical Advisory 
ee oe ea Oe sr a Committee, Hamilton GO-ALRT 
Manager, Hamilton Street Railway Co./ 

Canada Coach Lines. 
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Following a 15-20 minute presentation, panelists 
will respond to questions from the audience. 


The purpose of this session is information exchange 
with regard to the Hamilton GO-ALRT project. 


Community Presentations and Discussion 


An opportunity for specialists from the community, 
community group representatives, and citizens to 
make short statements or presentations. Questions 
from the audience to any of the resource people or 
group representatives are welcome. 
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(If you wish to make a formal statement or presentation 


in this session, please inform a Forum Organizer - 
identified by red ribbons - as soon as possible.) 


The purpose of this session is not only to provide an 
opportunity for expression of community concerns, but 


to permit open exchange of opinion. 


This session will be extended to 4:30 if necessary. 


Summary and Closing Remarks: Dr. Lily Oddie Munro 


A fifteen minute summary of highlights of the day and 


discussion of intended follow-up. 
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INFORMATION ON PANELISTS AND FORUM PARTICIPANTS 


Saturday, March 24, 1984 


Forum Coordinator: 


Dr. Lily Oddie Munro is a member of the Board of Directors of 
the Social Planning and Research Council, Chairperson of its 
Community Development Advisory Committee, and Chairperson of 
the Public Forum Planning Committee. 


Moderators: 


Ms. Jenny Street is a member of the Social Planning and Research 


Council Board of Directors, and its Community Development Advisory 
Committee. 


Mr. Dick Capling is Vice-President of the Social Planning and 
Research Council and past chairperson of its Community Development 
Advisory Committee. 


Mr. Ted McMeekin is a member of the Community Development Advisory 
Committee of the Social Planning and Research Council. 


“rovincial Panelists: 


Mr. Gerry Johnson is the Assistant Deputy Minister for Provincial- 
Municipal Transportation. He is the senior Ministry representative 
on the joint MTC/GO Transit Committee which provides direction to 
the GO-ALRT Program. 


Mr. Ian Campbell is the Executive Director of the GO-ALRT Progran, 
is the senior GO-ALRT representative on the Management Committee 
providing direction to GO-ALRT and is directly responsible for all 
components and aspects of the GO~-ALRT Program. 


GO-ALRT (Hamilton) Panelists: 
Mr. Kevin Pask is the Project Director of the GO-ALRT Program. 
Mr. Paul Askie is the Project Manager, West Extension, GO-ALRT. 


Mr. Roy Bratty is the Project Manager, Giffels Associates Ltd., 
consultants to GO-ALRT. 


Mr. Heinz Schweinbenz is Manager, Hamilton Street Railway Company/ 
a 

Canada Coach Lines and Chairman, Technical Advisory Committee, 
Hamilton. 
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APPENDIX III 


3.a) 


b) 


c) 


QUESTIONS TO BE ADDRESSED 

BY PROVINCIAL REPRESENTATIVES IN 
THE MORNING SESSION OF 
THE GO-ALRT PUBLIC FORUM 


What were and are the key criteria used to establish the need for 
a GO-ALRT system from Hamilton to Oakville at this time? 


The Hamilton community has expressed strong concerns regarding the 
relative advantages and disadvantages of a GO-ALRT system when 
compared to the existing GO-BUS service. The present GO-BUS system 
is felt by many to be convenient, comfortable, flexible and efficient 
for Hamilton/Toronto transportation. In what ways would the GO-ALRT 
system improve on these features? 


What evidence does the Province have in terms of studies and demo- 
stration projects that GO-BUS patrons will accept a system which 
forces them to disembark at Oakville? 


Is the Province of Ontario totally committed to making the proposed 
system totally accessible to disabled commuters who are in wheel- 
chairs, are hearing impaired, blind, or otherwise mobility impaired? 
If yes, what is being planned to carry this commitment through? 


Will the Province confirm that the present GO-BUS system will be 
retained following the implementation of GO-ALRT? 


What evidence does the Province have to support the assumption that 
GO-ALRT will promote economic development in the Hamilton area in 
ways different than the existing GO-BUS system and terminal? 


How many jobs will be lost or created locally and Provincially by 
the introduction of GO-ALRT, excluding temporary construction jobs? 


What commitments to local industry involvement would be made in the 
construction of GO-ALRT? 


What concrete evidence is there to support the contention that the 
proposed elevated technology for GO-ALRT will have more positive 
than negative impacts in comparison to at-grade or tunnel systems 


in relation to: 
a) social impact? 
b) economic impact? 
c) environment impact? 


d) heritage conservation? 
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10. 


Lis 


Why has the Province until today not actively involved the community 
in discussion of such issues as need and alternative technologies? 


From the Province's perspective, how important is the overall cost 
in relation to other criteria for the Hamilton route choice? 


GO-ALRT routes in other municipalities (such as Oakville and 
Burlington) have been paralleling existing trackage; why has such 
routing not been first choice here? 


What are the political and economic barriers to extending a light, 
rapid transit rail system east beyond Oakville and west beyond 
Hamilton? Might these barriers prove sufficient to prevent its 
future extension? 


APPENDIX IV 


Or a 
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ee 


Questions which were submitted in writing at the GO-ALRT Public Forum, but 


remain unanswered due to time constraints and limited availability of 
resource persons. 


l. 


TO. 


Why not have a continuous GO-ALRT from Toronto to Hamilton. It 

seems silly to have to still get off at Oakville? Why not build 
a continuous track from Toronto to Hamilton and avoid inconven- 

ience for passengers? 


What will happen to the Express Go Bus? 


Will the Lakeshore "Go" really be abolished? If so what about 
inconvenience for people without cars to get to Lakeshore dis- 
tricts of Burlington, Oakville, Mimico, etc.? 


What alternative suggestions would be possible to aid Hamilton's 
future if GO-ALRT is turned down? In Toronto without the Subway, 
it would take all day to go from the Union Station to Finch Ave. 


Hamilton Gore Park (1983) is a perfect example of government in- 
adequacies and ineptitude. How can the Provincial government be 
sure they won't do ae bad or worse? 


In evaluating the T.H. &B. route, was the City of Hamilton involved 
in the discussions with the railway? Since the City is involved in 
litigation with the T.H. & B. over cutting rail service, this could 
provide some leverage in negotiating with the railway in obtaining 
the necessary right-of-way, i.e., C.P. dropping demand for twin 
track capacity. 


Does the extension to Hamilton have a similar condition anywhere 
on the system? (Cost per capita served and existing heritage 
factors)? 


Are the existing rail systems into Hamilton (CNR/CPR) not capable 
of expansion to provide passenger service? 


What meetings have transpired between direct Federal and Provincial 
Transportation agencies to resolve the perceived transportation 
problems on the Q.E.W. 


Mr. Campbell has stated that existing transportation corridors 
have been paralleled to reduce impact on the system: why has this 
philosophy been discarded for the access to the Central Business 
District for Hamilton? 
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14. 


Mr. Johnson said this a.m. that the system uses ''very advanced 
technology". 


Mr. Campbell said that we are using "all proven technology". 


Since this issue is critical to evaluation of - RISK, SERVICE, 
PERFORMANCE, and COST - who is right? 


Be specific on technology. 


If we assume that there will be significant visible development 
in the station area, what evidence is there that this is not 
displaced or leeched and highly focused development that would 
have occurred elsewhere? 


Example: In Scarborough Centre is not a great % of Tenancy 
being syphoned from other areas? 


And what was the quality of the transit system that 
it replaced? 


Specific timetable (or approximate schedule)? 
Oakville - Union Station Section implementation. 
Reminder! 
Cost figures: 

Oakville - Burlington? 


Burlington (Waterdown Road)? 


- Hamilton? 


(York Blvd. recommendation). 
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